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Becoming Middle Class 


When is it time for all Americans’ turn at 
middle-class privilege? 

Some of us have been working for three, 
four, five, or six generations trying to escape 
poverty, but just as we near the top of the pov- 
erty hole and are peeping over the edge into 
the middle class, lawbreakers barge in and 
step on us and usurp our turn, our dream, and 
push us right back, taking our middle-class 
promise. It’s not fair. We are law-abiding 
citizens. We deserve middle-class stature; we 
have paid the dues in blood and sweat. 

And for invaders, breaking the law is not 
enough: They tell us how to run our coun- 
try. It is in no way their country, they should 
have no say. They are lawbreakers. 

What is the reason the Democrat party is 
siding with lawbreakers against citizens? 
Power, power, and power! Power to imple- 
ment their globalist world. 

Why do Democrats need these lawbreak- 
ers? To vote. Since Roe v. Wade passed, 60 
million children have been aborted, and 
since abortion is a liberal issue, one must 
surmise that most of the abortions were lib- 
eral. Hence, the need for replacement vot- 
ers. These lawbreakers are their answer. 

D.I. LARSON 
Ocala, Florida 


Killing in Yemen 
Regarding the Senate vote to halt the continu- 
ing devastation in Yemen, supposedly Sena- 
tor Cory Gardner (R-Colo.) said that U.S. 
involvement in Yemen was the “right call.” 
How is it the “right call,” considering the 
1.2+ million cases of cholera; 60,223 civil- 
ian deaths from violence (including 28,182 so 
far this year); 85,000 starvation deaths since 
2016; and the systematic destruction, by bom- 
bardment, of the countryside and of the water 
purification and sewage treatment facilities 
by the American government — encouraged 
and supplied by the murderous Saudi regime? 
How, in the words of Senator Gardner, is 
this horrendous death toll “in our national 


interest”? 
ry 
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LETTERS TO THE EDITOR. 


How many more Yemenis must die be- 
fore we wake up to the hell being inflicted 
on innocent civilians? Ten times that num- 
ber? Or must it exceed the notorious six- 
million mark of the Holocaust? 

Would Gardner lose his Senate seat if he de- 
viated in the least from the “party line” of the 
D.C. war hawks, who justify each and every 
atrocity, anywhere, as necessary in their jihad 
against the people and government of Iran? 

Wouldn’t our consciences and that of 
our nation be better served if Gardner was 
removed forthwith and tried for “crimes 
against humanity,” i.e., war crimes? 

RUSSELL W. HAAS 
Golden, Colorado 


America Reconfigured 


Last night I saw on television that “Baby It’s 
Cold Outside” is being banned because it is too 
controversial to play. Apparently, it is sexist 
against women because the man persists in try- 
ing to get her to stay after she has already said 
no. It is a perfectly beautiful courtship song, 
but there is a certain faction among us that 
thinks it exploits women. Several other lovely 
ballads were mentioned as being cancelled. In 
addition, the Huffington Post called Rudolph 
the Red-nosed Reindeer enemy No. 1! 

I began thinking of what else this sort of 
thinking has spoiled for most of us. I was 
once in a Miss America preliminary pag- 
eant in my state, and I loved the contest and 
the other girls, and it was fun all around. I 
watched the Miss America Pageant each year 
with great enjoyment, but that tradition has 
been reconfigured, and the beauty and joy 
have been removed. Likewise the Academy 
Awards night used to be one to draw us all 
around the television to see which one of our 
favorite movies would be judged best. It has 
been spoiled. Football games are no longer 
fun since they have become political. The 
Boy Scouts and Girl Scouts have been remade 
in a different image. I yearn for the innocent, 
sweeter, simpler days of just a few years ago. 

ROBERTA SUTTON 
Evergreen, Colorado 
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British Schools to Teach “All Genders” Can Have Menstrual Periods 


In the latest triumph of transgenderism, a school district in south- 
ern England will begin teaching grade-schoolers that “all gen- 
ders” can have menstrual periods. 

“Trans boys and men and non-binary people may have peri- 
ods,” reads the advice to teachers from a December 3 meeting of 
the Brighton and Hove City Council. In other words, females who 
deny their biological sex will nevertheless experience physical 
symptoms of being female as they mature. 

Such sentiments, however, cannot be expressed directly, par- 
ticularly in bastions of extreme progressivism such as Brigh- 
ton, so they are couched in the language of transgenderism, 
and students are then indoctrinated into believing that males 
can have periods. 

And indoctrination it is. The report calls on schools to ensure 
that “language and learning about periods is inclusive of all gen- 
ders, cultures, faiths and sexual orientations. For example; ‘girls 
and women and others who have periods.’” Such teaching is to 
begin at age eight “within a planned program of relationships and 
sex education,” and not just in health class. “There is a cross-cur- 
ricular approach to learning about periods, particularly in science 
and [personal, social, and health education] but also in media 
studies, [physical education], maths, graphics, and textiles.” 

The council’s advice is allegedly aimed at preventing “period 
poverty,” the notion that students miss school because they can- 
not afford products to help manage their periods. To that end, 


it instructs schools to provide “period products” to all students 
who need them and place bins for disposing of used products 
“in all toilets” for students aged seven or older. “We believe that 
it’s important for all genders to be able to learn and talk about 
menstruation together.... Our approach recognizes the fact that 
some people who have periods are trans or non-binary,” the 
council noted. 

The entire transgender campaign is about sidelining normal 
boys and girls in deference to a few who are uncomfortable in 
their own skin and growing the ranks of transgenders so they can 
exert even more influence. 


Most Federal Spending Occurs Without Congressional Approval: GAO 


Given the ferocity with which 
federal lawmakers battle over 
the budget, one might think 
the fate of the entire country 
hung in the balance. But the 
truth of the matter, according 
to a new Government Ac- 
countability Office (GAO) re- 
port published November 29, 
is that they are fighting over 
a very small — and shrinking 
— portion of federal spending 
while most of the real budget- 
busters are on autopilot. 

Of the $3.7 trillion Uncle 
Sam spent in 2015, the GAO found that $3.2 trillion of it was 
spent without explicit congressional authorization. That means 
Congress voted on just 14 percent of all federal outlays that year. 

How did that happen when the Constitution vests the power 
of the purse in Congress alone? The answer is that Congress has 
seen fit to take most spending decisions out of its own hands. 

Primarily, it has done so by creating entitlement programs 
whose budgets are determined by who is eligible to receive 
benefits and at what levels. These are known as “permanent 
appropriations.” The Department of Health and Human Ser- 


vices, which oversees Medi- 
care, had the largest spend- 
ing authority and permanent 
appropriations in 2015: $979 
billion, or about 30 percent 
of all such spending. The So- 
cial Security Administration 
came in a close second with 
$928 billion, or 28 percent. 
The Treasury Department 
was next with $542 billion, 
or 17 percent, most of which 
went to pay interest on the 
national debt. All told, per- 
manently funded programs 
accounted for $2.6 trillion, or 70 percent of all spending. 

Congress has also ceded its power to federal agencies in other 
ways, including offsetting collections, contract authority, and 
borrowing authority, all of which allow agencies to disburse cash 
without an appropriation. 

Representatives and senators need to reclaim spending deci- 
sions from unelected bureaucrats as required by the Constitution. 
Then they need to follow the rest of that document and start slash- 
ing away at the countless programs that are driving the United 
States toward fiscal ruin. 
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INSIDE TRACK 


Church in China Under Intense Attack by Communist Government 


Communist China is upping its assault on believers and congre- 
gations across the nation, particularly those churches that are not 
properly registered with the government. On December 9, Chi- 
nese agents raided the Sunday service at the Early Rain Covenant 
Church in Chengdu, the capital city of China’s Sichuan province, 
taking more than 100 worshippers into custody. Additionally, re- 
ported the South China Morning Post on December 13, Wang Y1, 
pastor of the illegal church, was arrested for supposedly “inciting 
subversion of state power.” If convicted, he could face up to 15 
years in prison. 

China Aid noted that “inciting subversion of state power” 
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is a catch-all charge the communist government often hands 
down to Chinese Christians, “since the Communist Party views 
religion as a threat to their ideological control and, as such, 
their rule.” The organization noted, however, that “China’s 
Christians practice their religion peacefully and never intend to 
threaten government power.” 

Before his abduction, Pastor Wang prepared a statement in 
anticipation of his eventual arrest and imprisonment by the com- 
munist government. “As a pastor, my firm belief in the gospel, 
my teaching, and my rebuking of all evil proceeds from Christ’s 
command in the gospel and from the unfathomable love of that 
glorious King,” wrote Wang. “Every man’s life is extremely 
short, and God fervently commands the church to lead and call 
any man to repentance who is willing to repent. Christ is eager 
and willing to forgive all who turn from their sins. This is the 
goal of all the efforts of the church in China — to testify to the 
world about our Christ.” 

He added: “I believe that this Communist regime’s persecu- 
tion against the church is a greatly wicked, unlawful action. As 
a pastor of a Christian church, I must denounce this wickedness 
openly and severely. The calling that I have received requires 
me to use non-violent methods to disobey those human laws that 
disobey the Bible and God. My Savior Christ also requires me to 
joyfully bear all costs for disobeying wicked laws.” 


The Weekly Standard Ends 23-year euaemng Run 


The Weekly Standard, a magazine that had been described as a 

“redoubt of neoconservatism” and as “the neocon bible,” pub- 
lished its final issue on December 17, 23 years after being found- 
ed by veteran neoconservative William Kristol. Kristol was a 
supporter of the Never Trump movement and has criticized what 
he calls the “Trumpified Republican Party.” 

President Trump pulled no punches in tweeting about the Stan- 
dard’s demise: “The pathetic and dishonest Weekly Standard, 
tun by failed prognosticator Bill Kristol (who, like many others, 
never had a clue), is flat broke and out of business. Too bad. May 
it rest in peace!” 

Though practically all media reports (including the New York 
Times, The Hill, CNN, and the Washington Post) described the 
Weekly Standard as “conservative,” such descriptions are merely 
reflections of how the term “conservative” has been corrupted in 
recent years. 

Kristol has deep neoconservative roots. His father, Irving 
Kristol, served as the managing editor of Commentary maga- 
zine, founded the magazine The Public Interest, and has been 
described as the “godfather of neoconservatism.” The term 
“neoconservatism” leads many to believe that the movement is 
a modern improvement of traditional, “paleo” conservatism — 
exemplified by such figures as Robert A. Taft (R-Ohio), who was 
a senator from 1939 to 1953. However, it has little in common 
with traditional conservatism. 


AT TRACED 
OF ERRORS 


Ina 2001 address, John F. McManus, we emeritus of The 
John Birch Society, described a neoconservative as an opponent 
of communism but a supporter of socialism and internationalism. 

Irving Kristol’s dismissal of “the kind of isolationism that then 
permeated American conservatism” reflects a key difference be- 
tween neoconservatives — who favor an interventionist U.S. for- 
eign policy — and non-interventionists such as former Represen- 
tative Ron Paul (R-Texas) and his son Senator Rand Paul (R-Ky.). 

For example, the Standard promoted and supported the 2003 
invasion of Iraq — an extreme case of interventionism. Among 
the advocates of invading Iraq in the administration of George 
W. Bush were steadfast neoconservatives Vice President Dick 
Cheney and then-National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice. 
Both Cheney and Rice are members of the interventionist, global- 
ist Council on Foreign Relations. Ml 


QUICKQUOTES 


Veteran Tennessee Senator Announces Plan to Step Aside 

“T’ve had my turn. Everything comes to an end sometime, and it is good 
to know when that should be.” >» 
At age 78 and having served for 18 years as a U.S. senator from Ten- tat hes 
nessee, Lamar Alexander (R) /et it be known that he will not run for oan 
reelection in 2020. 


Police Do Not Have an Obligation to Protect Shooter’s Victims 
“Neither the Constitution nor state law impose a general duty upon police 
officers or other government officials to protect individual persons from 
harm — even when they know the harm will occur. Police can watch Lamar 
someone attack you, refuse to intervene, and not violate the Constitution.” Alexander 
University of Florida School of Law Professor Darren L. Hutchinson 
issued his comment after a ruling in a Florida court dismissed a claim of negligence on the part of police 
during the killing of 17 at Marjory Stoneman Douglas High School last February. 
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Sitting In at El Chapo’s Trial Considered a Treat 

“Everyone back home is jealous. They can’t believe I’m at the El 
Chapo trial. It’s better entertainment than Les Misérables.” 

A lawyer from Denver, Greg Gold has been an eager attendee at the 
trial of Joaquin Guzman Loera, the Mexican drug dealer and crime 
lord known as El Chapo. In Brooklyn, the trial has attracted crowds of 
spectators vying for only 33 available seats in the courtroom. 


Defeated Senator Worries About the Future 

“Td be lying if I didn’t say I was worried about this place. It just 
doesn’t work as well as it used to.” 

After she lost a reelection bid to Josh Hawley (R-Mo.), outgoing 


Claire 
McCaskill Missouri Senator Claire McCaskill (D) evidently believes she had 


brought sanity and comity to the Senate during her years in office. 


U.S. Senate 


Federal Judge Rules OhamaCare Unconstitutional 

“The individual mandate is unconstitutional. It can no longer be sustained as an exercise of Congres- 
sional tax power.” 

A federal judge in Fort Worth, Texas, Reed O’Connor stated what many opponents of the Affordable 
Care Act (known as ObamaCare) have always maintained. 


Democrats Alarmed After Judge Rules OhamaCare Unconstitutional 

“This is a five-alarm fire. Republicans just blew up our health care system.” 

Whether a measure meets the test of constitutionality doesn t matter to lawmakers such as Congressman 
Christopher Murphy (D-Conn.). All he wants is more government control over the people. 


Pelosi Demonstrates Lack of Class When Criticizing Trump 

“You get into a tinkle contest with a skunk, you get tinkle all over you. 
It’s like a manhood thing with him — as if manhood can be associated 
with him.” 

Even before resuming her role as speaker of the house, Representative 
Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.) showed she knows how to dish out insults. 


New White House Chief of Staff Takes the Difficult Post 
“Tf the President asks you to be chief of staff, the answer is yes. Do I 
think I would be good at it? I have no idea.” 
Having served as a U.S. congressman (R-S.C.), director of the Office of 
Management and Budget, and director of the Consumer Financial Pro- 
tection Bureau, Mick Mulvaney will now serve as President Trump's 
chief of staff. He is well known as a strong conservative. @ 

— COMPILED BY JOHN F. MCMANUS 
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THEIR OATH? 


Upon taking office, all congressmen swear an oath stating that they will uphold the U.S. 
Constitution, but most have every intention of breaking that oath. Their excuses; our reply. 


by John F. McManus 


“Do you swear that you will support and 
defend the Constitution of the United 
States against all enemies foreign and do- 
mestic; that you will bear true faith and 


10 


allegiance to the same; that you will take 
this obligation freely, without any mental 
reservation or purpose of evasion; and 
that you will faithfully discharge the du- 
ties of the office on which you are about 
to enter — so help you God?” 


ach member of Congress — newly 
EK elected or reelected — must sol- 
emnly swear allegiance to the 
above oath at the beginning of each two- 


year session of Congress. Many do so in 
robotic fashion, placing as much value on 
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the solemn words of the oath as would an 
actual robot. Some others possess varying 
degrees of loyalty to and awareness about 
the Constitution. But all are encouraged 
to look to their party’s leaders, not to the 
document itself, for guidelines about how 
they should vote on proposed legislation. 
In January 1993, during his very first 
day as a member of Congress, newly 
elected Congressman Richard Pombo 
(R-Calif.) somewhat angrily recounted 
his experience when he stood to swear 
the oath with his colleagues. He first told 
of his surge of pride and patriotism as he 
was about to make the solemn pledge. Im- 
mediately, however, he heard a colleague 
propose granting full congressional voting 
privileges to the delegates from Guam, the 
Virgin Islands, American Samoa, Puerto 
Rico, and the District of Columbia. Each 
of those areas is a part of the United States, 
but not a state. The Constitution grants 
full voting rights only to elected members 
from “states.” The regions named above 
are not and never have been states. 
Pombo’s colleague who made the pro- 
posal said it addressed a matter of “fairness, 
not constitutionality.” There’s no mention 
of “fairness” in the oath or in the Consti- 
tution itself. But “constitutionality” should 
be foremost in the considerations of any 
congressman. The wish to grant full vot- 
ing privileges to delegates from non-states 
didn’t get very far. But Pombo admitted to 
experiencing a rather rude awakening about 
the lack of respect for the Constitution. 
What about today? Do members of 
Congress honor the Constitution each has 
solemnly sworn to uphold? Overwhelm- 
ingly, the answer is, “No, they don’t.” The 
Constitution is adhered to selectively, and 
disobeyed regularly. However, one provi- 
sion of the document earns unquestioned 
respect from all in Congress. Appearing in 
Article I, Section 6, it states, “The Sena- 
tors and Representatives shall receive a 
compensation for their services.” No 
member of Congress ignores that. 
Though most American adults are likely 
aware that congressmen routinely ignore 
the U.S. Constitution at least some of the 
time, most likely believe that the Supreme 
Court has allowed their behavior in order 
to keep up with the times — the “living 
document” argument. There are multiple 
problems with that rationale. First, the 
Constitution has a list of specifically enu- 
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Though most American adults are likely aware that 
congressmen routinely ignore the U.S. Constitution 
at least some of the time, most likely believe that the 
Supreme Court has allowed their behavior in order 
to keep up with the times — the “living document” 


argument. 


merated powers — stating what Congress 
may do. The federal government has no 
unspecified powers. All other powers not 
specifically listed in the Constitution (in 
the words of the 10th Amendment) “are 
reserved to the states, respectively, or the 
people.” As well, the Supreme Court does 
not have any lawmaking powers under the 
Constitution, and any changes to the Con- 
stitution must be made via the amendment 
process, so the Supreme Court can neither 
add nor change federal powers. Unless a 
change is made to the Constitution via a 
constitutional amendment, the Constitu- 
tion must be interpreted as it would have 
been at the time it was written. If instead, 
the federal government is allowed to de- 
cide the scope of its powers by redefining 
the clear language of the Constitution, 
then the government will usurp the pow- 
ers and rights of the states and the people, 
and the American people will essentially 
have elected dictators who follow a rule- 


1, 


book of their own making. Of course, this 
is exactly what has been happening. 

Even if a sizeable majority of Ameri- 
cans want the federal government to tackle 
some problem — such as environmental 
problems or drug crimes — unless a con- 
stitutional change is made, violating the 
Constitution renders it a dead letter, no 
more than an artifact. 

Any breach of the Constitution by our 
elected representatives represents anoth- 
er step toward the day when our federal 
government fails to even pay heed to, or 
reference, our founding document and the 
rights and protections therein. And we are 
far along that road: Government surveil- 
lance eliminates privacy and property 
protections; so-called hate-crimes laws 
undo free-speech protections; civil asset 
forfeiture brings about “excessive fines,” 
“unusual punishments,” and the loss of 
“due process of law”; “gender equity” 
buries freedom of religion; and anti-gun 
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Taking power: President Richard Nixon is shown here shaking hands with the first EPA 
administrator, William Ruckelshaus, in 1970, after Nixon created the EPA via executive order. 
Protecting the environment would be a congressional responsibility if it were constitutional; it’s not. 
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Deception relying on ignorance: Politicians justify spending programs such as food stamps by 


Je 


saying they fall under the Constitution’s “general welfare” 


provision, but the Constitution lists areas 


where Congress may influence the welfare of the country, and most spending doesn’t qualify. 


laws chip away at our right to self-defense. 

And congressmen don’t merely make 
small breaches in the bulwark of the Con- 
stitution, they gouge it. To demonstrate 
the disdain for the venerable document 
held by most members of Congress, we 
list 11 key parts of the Constitution regu- 
larly ignored, or fraudulently given new 
meaning. Each portion being violated or 
ignored still exists in the document and 
is part of what all members of Congress 
swear to support. But a majority does not 
honor the oath and, instead, allows gov- 
ernment to expand its power while still 
claiming adherence to the Constitution. 
Sadly, most Americans, victims of defi- 
cient schooling about the Constitution, do 
not protest. 

We do not claim that what follows cov- 
ers all deviations from the Constitution’s 
text and intent. Unfortunately, there are 
more. But the importance of what follows 
can be summed up with a claim we have 
frequently made: America became great, 
not because of what government did, but 
because of what government was prevent- 
ed from doing by the Constitution. 


If the Constitution were accorded the 
importance it deserves, the federal govern- 
ment would be 20 percent its size and 20 
percent its cost — and we would have 50 
states whose laws more closely align with 
the mores and the desires of their popu- 
laces, a freedom that Americans in general 
should seek. 


1. Article 1, Section 1, Sentence 1: 
“All legislative powers herein 

granted shall be vested in a 

Congress of the United States.” 

The word “all” leaves no room for ex- 
ceptions. In this instance, therefore, no 
government entity, individual, or group 
has been awarded any lawmaking power 
except Congress. But commonly em- 
ployed presidential executive orders have 
been allowed to assume lawmaking status 
— which is obviously unconstitutional. 
Hundreds of executive mandates handed 
down by presidents over recent years 
have immediately been elevated to law 
governing the American people and their 
endeavors. Obama administration heavy- 
weight Paul Begala summarized the prac- 


Even if a sizeable majority of Americans want the 
federal government to tackle some problem — such 

as environmental problems or drug crimes — unless a 
constitutional change is made, violating the Constitution 
renders it a dead letter, no more than an artifact. 
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tice when he arrogantly stated, “Stroke 
of the pen; law of the land; kinda cool.” 

The president may issue executive or- 
ders that concern only how members of 
the executive branch function in order to 
comply with federal law, but he cannot 
change or make law. If a presidential ex- 
ecutive order establishes a law governing 
the entire nation, the president has over- 
stepped his bounds, and his edict should 
be disregarded. It’s similar to a corpora- 
tion president: He certainly has the right 
to issue an executive order directed at his 
employees, but he should be in trouble if 
he issues one aimed at all Americans. 

The prime example of unconstitutional 
reliance on executive power to make law 
saw President Nixon create the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency on December 2, 
1970. Congress actually had no role in cre- 
ating the EPA. President Nixon alone did 
so with an executive order and Congress 
allowed this enormously powerful agency 
to exist. Whether the American people sup- 
port or reject the idea of federal power over 
the environment is not the question. The 
way the EPA was created is our issue. Now 
the enormously powerful EPA has risen to 
become a legislative powerhouse with more 
than 14,000 personnel and a lengthening 
list of edicts and controls that are consid- 
ered laws, which you may be arrested and 
incarcerated for ignoring. Similar reliance 
on illegitimate presidential executive-order 
power continues in other areas of govern- 
ment. And barely any member of Congress 
complains. 


2. Article I, Section 8, Clause 1: 

“The Congress shall have power to ... 
provide for the ... general welfare.” 
In this portion of the Constitution, the 
Founders meant only power toward estab- 
lishing and maintaining general (national) 
conditions that would enable the people to 
start a business, invest in some enterprise, 
apply for ajob, etc. The “welfare” they re- 
ferred to was not the well-being of individ- 
ual persons; it was the “general welfare” 
of the nation itself. The common view 
that the clause provides Congress with 
an open-ended power to take goods from 
some people to give to favored individu- 
als and organizations makes no sense, as it 
is immediately followed by a list of pow- 
ers that Congress can exercise to provide 
for the general welfare. Too, the Founders 
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mocked the now-common view. In a letter 
dated January 21, 1792, James Madison 
said: “If Congress can do whatever in their 
discretion can be done by money, and will 
promote the General Welfare, the govern- 
ment is no longer a limited one, possessing 
enumerated powers, but an indefinite one, 
subject to particular exceptions.” There 
was absolutely no thought of using tax- 
payers’ money to pay for meals, housing, 
healthcare, etc., all of which is being jus- 
tified today by a deliberate misreading of 
the intent of the Founders and their men- 
tion of the term “general welfare.” 


3. Article I, Section 8, Clause 5: 

“The Congress shall have 

power ... To coin money.” 

Power was granted to Congress to stamp 
the precious metals of the people into coin- 
age of a fixed size, weight, and purity. Con- 
gress used this grant of power to establish a 
mint in 1792 to carry out its constitutional 
assignment. The power to coin money, 
however, granted no power for Congress to 
print paper dollars or to delegate to some 
other organization such as the Federal Re- 
serve the authority to do so. Congress pos- 
sessed the authority not to create money, 
but to perform a service for the people by 
transforming their wealth (precious met- 
als) and making usable coins that would 
stimulate commerce. The regular practice 
of the Federal Reserve’s creation of paper 
dollars and computer notations represent- 
ing money is totally unconstitutional. 


4. Article I, Section 8, Clause 11: 
“The Congress shall have 

power ... To declare war.” 

Power was granted to Congress and to 
no other government entity to authorize 
war. But the last reliance on this grant of 
power occurred during WWII. All other 
wars (Korea, Vietnam, Iraq, Afghanistan, 
et al.) were never entered into via a proper 
declaration issued by Congress. Congress 
claims it handed that power to the presi- 
dent, but the Constitution doesn’t allow 
such an action. 

During the time in which Congress 
retained its power to declare war, the 
United States never lost a war; after Con- 
gress illegally transferred its power to the 
president, newer wars ended in stalemate 
(Korea) and loss (Vietnam). Other wars 
have generally either dragged on endless- 
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ly (Afghanistan) or have resulted in vic- 
tories where the “liberated countries” are 
arguably worse off than before (Iraq and 
Libya). Minor military victories in Pan- 
ama, Grenada, and Kuwait, in which the 
actual fighting took mere days or weeks, 
may be the only exceptions. 

Currently, a state of war has existed 
in Afghanistan for 17 years, the longest 
shooting war in our nation’s history. 
Congress should either declare war and 
win the struggle in Afghanistan or termi- 
nate U.S. military action in that war-torn 
nation. 


5. Article I, Section 8, Clause 15: 
“The Congress shall have power ... 
To provide for calling forth the 
militia to ... repel invasions.” 
Power was granted to Congress to acti- 
vate the militia for the purpose of com- 
bating any type of invasion, not only the 
type that sees an unfriendly military force 
storm across our nation’s border. If the il- 
legal entry into our country of as many as 
20,000,000 border crossers isn’t an inva- 
sion, then words have lost their meaning. 
In fact, the concept of a “Militia” has 
lost its meaning because the National 
Guards have become so intertwined with 
the U.S. military that they have been de- 
ployed on overseas missions that have 
little or nothing to do with defending the 
United States. 
President oe has suas called up 


some National Guard members to assist 
at the U.S.-Mexico border, but under the 
Constitution the power to call up the mili- 
tia belongs to Congress, not the president. 


6. Article I, Section 8, Clause 18: 
“The Congress shall have power 

.. To make all laws which shall be 
necessary and proper for carrying 
into execution the foregoing powers, 
and all other powers vested by this 
Constitution in the Government of the 
United States, or in any department 
or officer thereof.” 
Many members of Congress refer to the 
“necessary and proper” wording when 
asked where their authority exists for enact- 
ing various questionable lawmaking. Their 
response regularly avoids mention of the 
important phrase “the foregoing powers.” 
This three-word portion of the Constitution 
limits the power of Congress to make any 
law it deems “necessary and proper.” The 
words “the foregoing powers” grant power 
to make laws only to carry into execution 
the powers listed in the previous 17 clauses 
of Article I, Section 8, and in other parts of 
the Constitution. 

Similar to the misuse of the General 
Welfare clause, the Founders wouldn’t 
list 17 clauses delineating the areas where 
Congress is authorized to make law and 
then, in Clause 18, give Congress the 
power to make any law it deemed “neces- 
sary and proper.” The text of Clause 18 
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Paper ‘at coins are different: Though Congress has the power to coin money, it doesn’t have 
the power to print paper dollars. This restriction was put in place because many colonies and the 
Revolutionary government printed so much paper money that it became virtually worthless. 
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Little chief, big chief: The U.S. president carries the title “commander in chief,” giving him 
operational control over war planning, but politicians try to misleadingly use that position to send 
our troops around the world to fight under the direction of foreign entities. 


also mentions the grant of power to carry 
into execution “all other powers vested 
by this Constitution in the Government 
of the United States” — so Congress was 
also given power to carry out missions as- 
signed to the government in other portions 
of the Constitution. 

Every member of Congress who uses 
the above justification to make laws in 
areas where there is no authorization to 
do so is dismembering and destroying the 
Constitution. 


7. Article Il, Section 2, Clause 1: 

“The President shall be 

commander in chief of the 

Army and Navy of the United States.” 
Presidents, with the acquiescence of Con- 
gress, have taken it upon themselves, 
under their power as commander in chief, 
not only to wage war, but to also essen- 
tially transfer American troops to foreign 
commands for military operations in con- 
flicts around the world — though this is 
blatantly unconstitutional. 

Alexander Hamilton, in The Federal- 
ist Papers, No. 69, made clear the powers 
that the Founders placed in the president 
by making him commander in chief: 


The President is to be commander-in- 
chief of the army and navy of the Unit- 
ed States. In this respect his authority 
would be nominally the same with 
that of the king of Great Britain, but in 
substance much inferior to it. It would 
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amount to nothing more than the su- 
preme command and direction of the 
military and naval forces, as first gen- 
eral and admiral ... while that of the 
British king extends to the declaring of 
war and to the raising and regulating 
of fleets and armies — all which, by 
the Constitution under consideration, 
would appertain to the legislature. 


Yet during the 1950-53 Korean War, Amer- 
ica’s military forces were ordered to fight 
under the command of the United Nations. 
The state of war in Korea, which has never 
been terminated even though an armistice 
has prevailed since 1953, has continued for 
close to 70 years. Tens of thousands of uni- 
formed Americans are currently serving in 
Korea as part of a UN command. 

The Vietnam War, which saw Ameri- 
can military involvement starting in the 
late 1950s, was another undeclared war in 
which American troops were regulated by 
the United Nations — through SEATO, a 
UN “regional arrangement.” 

American casualties in the Vietnam War 
totaled 58,000 dead and 153,000 wounded. 
There was never any declaration of war as 
required by the U.S. Constitution. Nor was 
each U.S. president who held office during 
that war the ultimate commander in chief 
of the U.S. forces as required by the Con- 
stitution. And none of the presidents who 
served during the Vietnam War has ever 
been held accountable for allowing United 
Nations officials to supersede his constitu- 
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tionally granted power. As well, all major 
American plans for executing the war 
were passed to the Security Council and 
the communists posted there. 

America’s forces have been engaged in 
the struggle in Afghanistan for 17, years 
though shortly after these troops began 
operations in this war-torn nation, NATO 
was given command of the entire opera- 
tion. There have been numerous American 
generals overseeing the efforts of the U.S. 
troops, but NATO is in charge in the same 
way SEATO dominated military activity 
in Vietnam. The U.S. president is not the 
ultimate leader of our nation’s forces sent 
to fight in Afghanistan. NATO is the ulti- 
mate commander. 

Why is there no outcry from Congress? 


8. Article IV, Section 4: 

“The United States shall guarantee to 
every State in this Union a republican 
form of government, and shall protect 
each of them against invasion.” 

Two important mandates are mentioned 
in this passage of Article IV. The first re- 
quires the federal government to ensure 
that each state shall have a “republican” 
form of government. The Founders were 
adamantly opposed to democracy (rule by 
a majority) and heavily committed to the 
republican form (rule by law). The real- 
ity is that it is difficult to find any federal 
official who will point to the true mean- 
ing of this passage and insist that the U.S. 
system of government is a republic, not a 
democracy. 

In The Federalist, No. 10, future presi- 
dent James Madison sought to explain the 
various portions of the Constitution to the 
people. It was his hope — shared by his 
colleagues who created the Constitution 
— that the people would promote ratifi- 
cation of the newly created governmental 
system. Explaining what the Founders 
meant with the choice of government they 
established for the states and the federal 
government, Madison wrote: 


Hence it is that such democracies 
have ever been spectacles of turbu- 
lence and contention; have ever been 
found incompatible with personal 
security or the rights of property; 
and have in general been as short in 
their lives as they have been violent 
in their deaths. 
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Every instance of referring to our nation’s 
governing system as “democracy” displays 
ignorance about the Constitution while in- 
viting democracy’s “turbulence and conten- 
tion” that will lead to our nation’s destruc- 
tion. The importance of understanding the 
Founders’ choice of a republic can never be 
overestimated. They gave us a republican 
form because they had knowledge of the 
history of failed democracies. 

All congressmen who promote “demo- 
cratic socialism” or “progressivism” are 
stating plainly the intention to ignore the 
oath of office, and are not to be trusted. 

The second mandate contained in this 
passage repeats the requirement given in 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 15 requiring the 
national (federal) government to protect the 
states against invasion. Again, it does not 
point only to a military invasion. If millions 
of illegal immigrants cross the border into 
the United States, it is the responsibility 
of the federal government to “protect” the 
states against such an invasion. That the 
government has not done so is no secret. 


9. Article VI, Clause 2: “This 
Constitution, and the laws of the 
United States which shall be made in 
pursuance thereof; and all treaties 
made, or which shall be made, under 
the authority of the United States, 
shall be the supreme law of the land; 
and the judges in every State shall 
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Widowmakers: The U.S. Constitution gives Congress the authority to send U.S. troops to battle 


be bound thereby, any thing in the 
constitution or laws of any State to 
the contrary notwithstanding.” 

This clause, known as the “supremacy 
clause,” is commonly misinterpreted to 
mean that all federal laws are superior to 
state and local laws — and therefore they 
trump state and local laws that conflict with 
federal laws. Yet this clause is clearly refer- 
ring not to the entire body of the “laws of 
the United States,” but only to those laws 
that are made “in pursuance thereof” — 
that is, in accordance with — the Constitu- 
tion. Rather than making the federal gov- 
ernment supreme over the states, this clause 
clearly limits “the supreme law of the land” 
to constitutional laws (and treaties), as op- 
posed to unconstitutional laws that never 
should have been enacted to begin with. 

It is certainly relevant that the very 
next clause in Article VI — Clause 3 — 
requires that all U.S. senators and repre- 
sentatives (and other officeholders, too, on 
both the state and federal levels) “shall be 
bound by oath or affirmation, to support 
this Constitution.” Congress may not pass 
any law it chooses, it may only exercise 
those few and defined powers delegated 
to it by the Constitution. 

To step outside these constitutional 
parameters is usurpation and should be 
treated accordingly. As Thomas Jefferson 
explained in the Kentucky Resolutions of 
1798: “Whensoever the general [federal] 
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— because wars increase the power of the executive branch and lead to rights violations — but 
since WWII presidents have assumed that power, sending soldiers to die across the globe. 
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government assumes undelegated powers, 
its acts are unauthoritative, void, and of 
no force.” He added: “Where powers are 
assumed which have not been delegated, a 
nullification of the act is the rightful rem- 
edy: that every State has a natural right in 
cases not within the compact [the Consti- 
tution] ... to nullify of their own author- 
ity all assumptions of power by others” 
within their own state boundaries. 

The Constitution binds federal lawmak- 
ers by oath to support the Constitution, 
and when they fail to do so the “rightful 
remedy” is for states to nullify their usur- 
pations — declaring them void. 


10. Amendment I: “Congress 

shall make no law respecting 

an establishment of religion, or 
prohibiting the free exercise thereof.” 
The sole intent of this portion of the First 
Amendment was to bar the federal gov- 
ernment from establishing a national re- 
ligion with possible government funding 
and suppression of other faiths. In no way 
did it intend to ban expressions of religion 
by the people. And it never included any 
requirement for “separation of church and 
state,” a phrase commonly heard today that 
does not appear anywhere in the Constitu- 
tion. In fact, expressions of religion were 
numerous: Every state constitution gave 
praise to God, there were regular prayers 
in the U.S. Congress, some states had of- 
ficial religions for a time after the Con- 
stitution was ratified, the Bible was cited 
in federal court cases, the Thanksgiving 
holiday began to give thanks to God for 
our abundance, religious emblems adorn 
the U.S. Supreme Court, etc. 

Part of the revered Bill of Rights, this 
portion of the First Amendment prohibited 
Congress (not the states or local school 
boards) from making any “law respecting 
an establishment of religion, or prohibiting 
the free exercise thereof.” It did not deny 
high-school sports teams their right to ask 
Almighty God to keep participants from 
injury, or ban school choral groups from 
singing “Ave Maria” at a school function, 
or prohibit students to ask God’s blessing 
at the start of their class day. 

It was the Supreme Court making 
changes to the meaning of the First and 
14th Amendments that supposedly gave 
power to the federal government to di- 
minish religion — and the U.S. legislature 
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Supreme injustice: The First Amendment states that Congress — the federal government — cannot 
make any laws to restrict the “free exercise” of religion, but the Supreme Court has claimed the 
power to nullify religious rights, though the First Amendment has never been taken off the books. 


allowed both misinterpretations to stand. 
Religion, which had always been a mat- 
ter for states, came under federal purview 
when the Supreme Court declared, using 
the 14th Amendment, that all U.S. amend- 
ments apply to states as well as to the fed- 
eral government. In part, the 14th Amend- 
ment states “nor shall any State ... deny to 
any person within its jurisdiction the equal 
protection of the laws.” This was meant 
to protect blacks after the Civil War from 
being treated more harshly than whites 
under the law, yet the court deemed it to 
mean that many states’ rights were now 
null and void — a gross abuse of juris- 
prudence. Under this “incorporation doc- 
trine,” a bastardized reading of the First 
Amendment led to the barring of religious 
liberties of individuals. 

In 1962, the U.S. Supreme Court de- 
creed that the New York State Regent’s 
Prayer, already in use, violated the Consti- 
tution. That prayer, formulated by clergy- 
men from an assortment of faiths, favored 
no religion. Its complete text stated: “Al- 
mighty God, we acknowledge our depen- 
dence on Thee, and we beg Thy blessing 
upon us, our parents, our teachers, and our 
country.” The prayer was not mandatory 
and school policy allowed children to re- 
main silent or even to leave the room if 
that was their choice. 

When the 1962 Supreme Court ren- 
dered its sweeping decision, the justices 
had to overlook the Declaration of Inde- 
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pendence and its four mentions of God. 
Most notable of those is the “self-evident” 
truth that all are endowed “by their Cre- 
ator with certain unalienable rights.” And 
if man’s Creator granted such rights, those 
rights cannot justifiably be cancelled by 
any government. They also had to over- 
look the fact that the First Amendment 
bars “Congress” from making laws re- 
garding the establishment of a religion or 
the free exercise thereof. So even if the 
amendment were held against states, only 
state congresses — not every aspect of 
local government — would be affected. 
Another clear abuse of the reading of an 
amendment by the courts. 

Rights, says the Declaration, are God- 
given, not awarded by a government that 
can change its mind and cancel basic rights. 
The 1962 court decision, a total perversion 
of a basic element of America’s design, 
even constituted an attack on the Declara- 
tion of Independence, yet Congress heeds 
abuses by court justices to pervert the 
meaning of the Constitution, even ignoring 
Congress’ power to keep the court from re- 
viewing certain types of cases. 

Importantly, Congress has the constitu- 
tionally authorized power to rein in rogue 
justices and their questionable decisions. 
This power, appearing in the Constitution’s 
Article III, Section 2, Clause 2, states that 
the Supreme Court and all lower federal 
courts can be limited in their jurisdiction 
“under such regulations as the Congress 
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shall make.” Congress can, for instance, 
bar the court from having anything to say 
about prayer in the schools. It can bar the 
court and all federal courts from render- 
ing decisions dealing with numerous other 
topics. But Congress has chosen not to use 
this power. One result of the school prayer 
decision is that the court by its action has 
actually established a new religion — 
Godless humanism — while the public’s 
free exercise of traditional religious ex- 
pression has been widely prohibited. 


11. The 10th Amendment: 

“The powers not delegated to the 
United States by the Constitution, 

nor prohibited by it to the States, 

are reserved to the States 
respectively, or to the people.” 

In effect, this amendment says, “If the 
Constitution or state action does not 
award power to the federal government in 
any instance, then any such acquisition is 
prohibited.” 

There is no constitutional authorization 
for the federal government to be involved 
in education, energy, medicine, trans- 
portation, banking, housing, workplace 
safety, environment, and more. Nor does 
Congress have power to delegate its law- 
making power to some other legitimate or 
illegitimate federal agency. 

The federal Department of Labor oper- 
ates the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA), which creates 
laws mainly having to do with workplace 
safety, despite not having any power to 
legislate in what is a state and local func- 
tion. Not only has the federal government 
illegitimately relied on “delegated” con- 
gressional power to control the nation’s 
businesses, its reliance on delegation of 
authority is completely illicit. 

26K 

Each of the above instances of avoiding 
the clear intent of the Constitution has re- 
sulted in great harm to our nation and the 
American people. But the good news is 
that the Constitution is still in place, and 
it needs only to be enforced to bring about 
the restoration of sound government. All 
that is necessary to bring about this resto- 
ration is to inform and involve fellow citi- 
zens to hold the feet of their lawmakers to 
the fire and insist that their oaths of office 
mean something once again. As always, 
this depends on “we, the people.” Hf 
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The Looming Socialist 


Revolution on Capitol Hill 


For the first time, there are enough Democrat members of the 
House who openly espouse socialism and anti-Americanism 
that they will dominate their party. 
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Doting on destructiveness: Democrats have long sought to ignore the Constitution for feel-good 
politics, but now a near-majority of Democrats in the House are outspoken radicals, aiming to 
implement full socialism in our country — any way they can. 


by Trevor Loudon 


he current Congress could become 
the most radical in American his- 
tory. Once-marginalized “progres- 
sives,” socialists, and even Communist 
Party supporters are taking the reins of 
several strategic congressional committees. 
Democratic Party leadership is bending to 
accommodate fired-up young radicals. 
How radical is the crop of Democratic 
congressmen? Avowed socialist Senator 
Bernie Sanders (I-Vt.) has deemed the 
latest crop of radical recruits “the most 
progressive freshman class in modern 


USS. history.” 
Socialists have been infiltrating the 
Democratic Party for decades — and 


the Republican Party on occasion. The 
situation has gotten gradually worse since 
the Vietnam War era. Democratic Party 
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“moderates” have been mostly success- 
ful — with the help of the establishment 
media — in keeping a lid on their socialist 
wing for years, but the relentless pressure 
from open socialists, along with an in- 
creasingly indoctrinated populace, has fi- 
nally blown the lid off the charade. Every 
election cycle the radicals have gained a 
little more ground. In 2018, a tipping point 
was reached. Mere “infiltration” is boil- 
ing over into a full-fledged scarlet-tinged 
socialist takeover. 

Today’s Democratic Caucus is divided 
into three main groupings: On the far 
left is the “Quad Caucus,” consisting of 
the Congressional Progressive Caucus 
(CPC), the Congressional Black Caucus 
(CBC), the Congressional Hispanic Cau- 
cus (CHC), and the Congressional Asian 
Pacific American Caucus (CAPAC). The 
second grouping is the centrist New Dem- 


ocrat Coalition (NDC), and the third con- 
sists of the comparatively “conservative” 
Blue Dog Caucus (BDC). 

The leftist caucuses all overlap con- 
siderably, and all caucuses have mem- 
bers within the NDC. Only the tiny, 
marginalized Blue Dogs stand alone; but 
even they are willing to vote alongside 
their more openly radical colleagues on 
many issues. 


Communist Party USA 

Of course, there is no open “Communist 
Party Caucus” in the U.S. Congress, but the 
ties to the Communist Party USA (CPUSA) 
are undeniable. Our survey of the socialist 
revolution in Congress begins by referenc- 
ing communist acknowledgements of their 
congressional influence, followed by a hard 
look at each of the major Democrat cau- 
cuses, with further documentation showing 
communist connections to the Congressio- 
nal Progressive Caucus in particular. Then 
we list the various expected committee 
heads (this survey is going to the printer 
on January 3, the first day of the new Con- 
gress), encapsulating their radical connec- 
tions. To make our case ironclad, our survey 
is necessarily detailed. This is intended not 
as “pleasure reading” but as an irrefutable 
wake-up call, and should be shared. 

Quad Caucus members willingly work 
with the 5,000 members of Communist 
Party USA to broaden government pro- 
grams, change U.S. foreign policy, and 
cut military spending. 

According to an April 2010 CPUSA Po- 
litical Action Commission Report submit- 
ted as part of the discussion leading up to 
the party’s 29th National Convention May 
21-23, 2010: 


The formation this year of the Quad 
Caucus within Congress is a reflec- 
tion of a growing demographic and 
progressive shift within the electorate. 
The collaboration of the Congression- 
al Black, Hispanic, Asian-Pacific and 
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Democratic Party “moderates” have been mostly 
successful in keeping a lid on their socialist wing for 
years, but the relentless pressure from open socialists 
has finally blown the lid off the charade. 


Progressive caucuses creates a strong 
counter-force to the conservative ele- 
ment within the Democratic Party. 

Many of our clubs are located in 
Congressional Districts of Quad Cau- 
cus members. A labor-people’s elec- 
toral force working within the broad 
alliance and relating with members of 
Congress can project specific legisla- 
tion like passage of the Local Jobs for 
America Act to restore one million 
jobs in cities and towns, and bigger 
goals like shifting military funding 
to human needs with massive public 
works job creation. 


A report highlighting the CPUSA’s con- 
nection to the Congressional Progressive 
Caucus, often referred to as the “Progres- 
sive Caucus,” was delivered at the 14th 
International Meeting of Communist and 
Workers’ Parties, held in Beirut, Leba- 
non, from November 22 to 25, 2012, by 
the late Erwin Marquit, a then-member of 
the CPUSA’s International Department: 


ULDDYE. 


The Communist Party USA not only 
welcomes the reelection of President 
Barack Obama, but actively engaged 
in the electoral campaign for his re- 
election and for the election of many 
Democratic Party congressional 
candidates.... 

In our electoral policy, we seek 
to cooperate and strengthen our re- 
lationship with the more progressive 
elements in [the] Democratic Party, 
such as the Progressive Caucus.... 

In its domestic policy, for ex- 
ample, the Progressive Caucus has 
put forth a program for using the 
public sector to deal with unem- 
ployment. In its foreign policy, the 
Progressive Caucus and the Black 
Caucus are outspoken in their op- 
position to U.S. imperialist policies 
abroad. The Progressive Caucus, 
now that Obama has been reelected, 
will be playing an important role in 
contributing to the mobilization of 
mass activity on critical issues to 


The great compromise? “Progressive Democrats,” such as Representative Pramila Jayapal 


(D-Wash.), shown, made a deal with Nancy Pelosi: If she installed them on important committees, 


they would vote for her for speaker of the house. Realistically, this is probably Pelosi’s dream. 
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bring pressure on the Congress and 
administration to act on them. 


Congressional Progressive Caucus 
Described by former Congressional Pro- 
gressive Caucus Chair California Con- 
gresswoman Lynn Woolsey as the “heart 
and soul of the Democratic Party,” the 
Progressive Caucus is about to become 
the brain as well. 

The Progressive Caucus was founded 
in 1991 by then-freshman Congressman 
Bernie Sanders, a longtime affiliate of the 
country’s largest Marxist organization, the 
Democratic Socialists of America (DSA). 
Caucus co-founders included DSA mem- 
ber Ron Dellums (D-Calif.), DSA-aligned 
Lane Evans (D-IIl.), and DSA/CPUSA- 
friendly Maxine Waters (D-Calif.). 

In 1999, the youth wing of the DSA, 
the Young Democratic Socialists of James 
Madison University, wrote: 


DSA. [sic] is not a political party, but 
rather works within the left wing of 
the Democratic Party and other third 
parties. DSA. [sic] is a driving force 
for the Progressive Caucus in the 
U.S. House of Representatives (led 
by Rep. Bernie Sanders, Socialist 
Congressman of Vermont). 


The Democratic Socialists’ relationship 
with the Congressional Progressive Cau- 
cus remains strong to this day. At 55,000 
members, DSA has the electoral muscle to 
make even entrenched “moderate” Demo- 
crats tremble. 

California Congressman and DSA- 
friendly Ro Khanna is now first vice-chair 
of the CPC, while Alexandria Ocasio-Cor- 
tez is both a very vocal new member of the 
Progressive Caucus and a card-carrying 
DSA member. 

Back in February 2002, Joelle Fishman, 
chair of the Political Action Committee- 
CPUSA, evaluated the usefulness of the 
Congressional Progressive Caucus in a 
report to the party’s National Board: 


Although this Caucus [CPC] is not 
large enough to control the Con- 
gressional agenda ... the existence 
of this group of 57 members of Con- 
gress ... provides an important lever 
that can be used to advance work- 
ers’ issues and move the debate to 
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A race against America: The Congressional Hispanic Caucus works for what it perceives to be 
in the best interest of “Hispanics and Latinos in the United States and Puerto Rico.” The Castro 
twins, leaders of the caucus, were raised by famous San Antonio radical Rosie Castro, who was a 


leader of the socialist Raza Unida Party. 


the left in every Congressional Dis- 
trict in the country. 


Buoyed by an influx of new far-left mem- 
bers, the CPC has made a bargain with 
Democratic House leader Nancy Pelosi 
(herself a former CPC member) to sig- 
nificantly increase socialist power in the 
House of Representatives. The deal will 
see more CPUSA and DSA-aligned mem- 
bers of Congress appointed to key con- 
gressional committees, empowering them 
to gain even greater influence over legisla- 
tive priorities. 

In return, the CPC will support Pelosi 
in her bid to become the next speaker of 
the house. 

Politico recently reported: 


It wasn’t a coincidence that moments 
after Nancy Pelosi promised progres- 
sive House leaders more power in 
the next Congress, a host of liberal 
groups announced they were support- 
ing her for speaker.... 

Rep. Pramila Jayapal, who is ex- 
pected to co-chair the Progressive 
Caucus next year, left a Nov. 15 meet- 
ing with Pelosi in the Capitol and pro- 
claimed that her members would have 
more seats on powerful committees 
and more influence over legislation. 


The CPC has increased its membership 


www. TheNewAmerican.com 


from 78 to at least 95 members in the new 
Congress — about 40 percent of the en- 
tire Democratic Caucus. Congressional 
Progressive Caucus leaders are using that 
leverage to secure influential House com- 
mittee assignments. 

Politico added: 


Thursday’s meeting with Pelosi in- 
cluded Jayapal and current Progres- 
sive Caucus Co-Chair Mark Pocan 
(D-Wis.). One request to which Pelo- 
si agreed was to give the Progressive 
Caucus proportional representation 
on what lawmakers call the ‘A com- 
mittees’: the Appropriations, Ways 
and Means, Energy and Commerce, 
Financial Services and Intelligence 
committees. 


The 116th Congress’ CPC co-leaders 
Mark Pocan (D-Wis.) and Pramila Jayapal 
(D-Wash.) both come from the hard Left. 

Mark Pocan has been linked to DSA 
since at least 2002. He still has extensive 
ties to the DSA-allied Progressive Demo- 
crats of America. 

For more than 25 years, Pocan has been 
intimately active with the Madison, Wis- 
consin-based Colombia Support Network 
(CSN), which works closely with revolu- 
tionary forces in Latin America. 

On November 7, 2012, the CSN issued 
this statement: 


AP Images 


Colombia Support Network (CSN) 
celebrates the election last night of 
two great friends: Tammy Baldwin, 
elected to the United States Sen- 
ate, and Mark Pocan, elected to the 
United States House of Represen- 
tatives.... Both Tammy and Mark 
went to Colombia on a CSN delega- 
tion in 1993 and visited San José de 
Apartado, 4 years before San José 
declared itself a Peace Community. 
Mark has returned since, meeting 
with Senator Manuel Cepeda- Vargas 
and 3 other leaders of the Patriotic 
Union movement days before Sena- 
tor Cepeda was murdered. He [Mark 
Pocan] is a former CSN Board 
Member and is currently on our Ad- 
visory Board. 


The “Patriotic Union” is a hard-left Co- 
lombian political party. It was founded by 
the narco-terrorist FARC guerrilla move- 
ment and the Colombian Communist Party 
in 1985. 

Pramila Jayapal works closely with 
Seattle’s openly socialist city councilor 
Kshama Sawant. She also has a long his- 
tory with groups aligned to DSA and the 
pro-China Freedom Road Socialist Organ- 
ization (FRSO). 

Jayapal spent the whole of 2010 train- 
ing at the FRSO-aligned Rockwood Lead- 
ership Institute, a radical training school 
based in Oakland, California. 


Congressional Black Caucus 

Founded in 1971, the Congressional Black 
Caucus was initiated by several CPUSA 
or Cuban-aligned members of Congress, 
including Shirley Chisholm (D-N.Y.), 
John Conyers (D-Mich.), Ron Dellums 
(D-Calif.), Augustus Hawkins (D-Calif.), 
Ralph Metcalfe (D-Il.), Parren Mitchell 
(D-Md.), and Charlie Rangel (D-N.Y.). 

From the beginning, the Congressional 
Black Caucus has been closely aligned 
with Cuba and has campaigned relentless- 
ly to ease U.S. trade and travel restrictions 
on the communist-run island. 

The CPUSA’s Erwin Marquit vowed 
in 2012 to “strengthen our relationship to 
the Congressional Black Caucus, which 
has been the point of origin of innovative 
policies including an end to the U.S. eco- 
nomic blockade of Cuba.” 

The CBC has sent multiple delegations 
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to Cuba. One prominent CBC member, 
California Representative Barbara Lee, 
has publicly stated that she visited Cuba 
more than 22 times. 

Cuban dictator Fidel Castro wrote in the 
Cuban Communist Party’s official news- 
paper Granma April 7, 2009: 


An important US political delegation 
is visiting us right now. Its members 
belong to the Congressional Black 
Caucus (CBC) which, in practice, 
has functioned as the most progres- 
sive wing of the Democratic Party.... 

Several of its representatives have 
maintained very active and construc- 
tive positions on Cuba-related topics. 


In the 116th Congress, the CBC will 
have about 55 members, about 60 per- 
cent of whom will likely also serve in 
the Progressive Caucus. The 2019 CBC 
chair will be hard-core “progressive” 
Karen Bass (D-Calif.). In the late 1970s, 
Karen Bass was involved with the Line of 
March, a pro-China Marxist-Leninist or- 
ganization, and has been financially sup- 
ported by ex-Line of March comrades in 
recent elections. 

Bass was also close to prominent Los 
Angeles CPUSA member Oneil Cannon. 

On January 30, 2017, Bass notified the 
House of Cannon’s recent death: 


Mr. Speaker, I would like to honor 
the life and memory of my friend and 
mentor, Oneil Marion Cannon, who 
passed away on January 20, days be- 
fore his 100th birthday... 

Oneil was instrumental in support- 
ing my own work as a community or- 
ganizer early in my life, and without 
his help my life would have taken a 
very different path. 


Before being elected to Congress, Bass 
ran the South Los Angeles “Community 
Coalition” for many years. This organiza- 
tion was closely linked to the pro-China 
Freedom Road Socialist Organization. 

Karen Bass traveled to Cuba in 1989, 
2011, 2015, 2016, and 2018. 


Congressional Hispanic Caucus 

The Congressional Hispanic Caucus was 
organized in 1976 by five Hispanic con- 
gressmen, including the pro-Cuba Herman 
Badillo (D-N.Y.) and longtime CPUSA 
supporter Ed Roybal (D-Calif.). 

The Congressional Hispanic Caucus 
will have about 35 members in the 116th 
Congress, with about a 40 percent cross- 
over with the Progressive Caucus. 

Joaquin Castro (D-Texas) will be the 
CHC chair in the 116th Congress. Joaquin 
Castro and his twin brother, Julian, were 
raised by famous San Antonio radical 


Communistic Black Caucus: Karen Bass (center with glasses) has been involved with a pro-China 
Marxist-Leninist organization and openly supports the communist government in Cuba and lauded a 
prominent member of the Communist Party USA on the House floor — because he was her mentor. 
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Rosie Castro, who was a leader of the so- 
cialist Raza Unida Party. 

At Stanford University in the 1990s, 
Joaquin and Julian stood for student gov- 
ernment on the “Peoples Platform” ticket, 
which had been initiated by members of 
the pro-China League of Revolutionary 
Struggle. 

Julian Castro has worked with several 
CPUSA supporters in San Antonio and is 
very close to the Texas Organizing Project 
(formerly Texas ACORN), which also has 
CPUSA members in its leadership. 


Congressional Asian 

Pacific American Caucus 

The Congressional Asian Pacific Ameri- 
can Caucus was established in May 1994 
by Congressman Norman Mineta. Several 
CAPAC chairs, including David Wu (D- 
Ore.), Mike Honda (D-Calif.), and Judy 
Chu (D-Calif.) have been involved in the 
Communist Party of China’s main influence 
organization in the United States, the “Com- 
mittee of 100.” Mineta continues to serve 
on the Committee of 100’s Advisory Board. 

The Congressional Asian Pacific Amer- 
ican Caucus will have about 26 members 
in the 116th Congress and about 45 self- 
described “associate” members. From this 
author’s calculations, about 40 percent of 
their members will share membership in 
the Congressional Progressive Caucus. 

In November, CAPAC Member Ted 
Lieu (D-Calif.) was elected to House lead- 
ership as a Democratic Policy and Commu- 
nications Committee co-chair. In this role, 
Lieu “will help guide messaging strategy 
for the entire House Democratic Caucus.” 

Judy Chu will continue to serve as 
CAPAC chair, a post she has held since 
2011. Chu has been continuously involved 
with current and former members of the 
militantly pro-China Communist Workers 
Party since the early 1980s. 

Grace Meng (D-N.Y.) is chair of CA- 
PAC’s Leadership PAC, which helps to 
fund progressive Asian Pacific candi- 
dates. Meng works closely with the very 
wealthy and highly influential Manhat- 
tan-based Asian Americans for Equality, 
which began in the 1980s as the New York 
branch of the Communist Workers Party. 


New Democrat Coalition 


The New Democrat Coalition was found- 
ed in 1997 as a congressional affiliate of 
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the allegedly “centrist” Democratic Lead- 
ership Council. While most of its mem- 
bers claim to be pro-business, many of 
them have radical associations. 

Gerry Connolly (D-Va.) is very close to 
several radical Islamist organizations. Ami 
Bera (D-Calif.) was elected twice with 
CPUSA campaign volunteers. Mark Veasey 
(D-Texas) and Joe Courtney (D-Conn.) — 
both of whom serve on the Armed Services 
Committee — are very close to the Com- 
munist Party in their respective states. 

Raul Ruiz (D-Calif.) was once very 
close to the pro-North Korea and pro-Iran 
Workers World Party. Beto O’Rourke (D- 
Texas) used many DSA members in his 
recent Senate campaign against Ted Cruz. 
Salud Carbajal (D-Calif.) is also very 
close to DSA. André Carson (D-Ind.), 
who serves on the House Intelligence 
Committee, is very close to the Council 
on American-Islamic Relations (CAIR) 
and several other pro-HAMAS groups. 

Jim Himes (D-Conn.) will continue to 
lead the NDC in 2019. With his impressive 
pedigree — Harvard, Rhodes Scholar, ex- 
Goldman Sachs, First Presbyterian Church 
of Greenwich, House intelligence Com- 
mittee — he couldn’t be a radical, right? 

Wrong. 

In 1988, Himes submitted his thesis: 
“The Sandinista Defense Committees and 
the Transformation of Political Culture in 
Nicaragua.” Himes’ submission praised 
the Nicaraguan “Sandinista Defense Com- 
mittees” (CDS), which were established 
by the pro-Soviet Sandinista government 
to “thought police” the peasantry. Accord- 
ing to the Harvard Political Review: 


After interviewing over 90 CDS 
members and nonmembers around the 
country, he [Himes] concluded that 
these groups were legitimate vehicles 
of participatory democracy. “If the 
CDS maintain and advance their au- 
tonomy and continue to serve the role 
they have served they will help insure 
that the people of Nicaragua may have 
the kind of participatory role in their 
own destiny they were promised under 
sandinismo [Sandinista ideology]. 


Twenty years later, an event was held on 
December 7, 2008 in New Haven, Con- 
necticut, celebrating the 89th anniversary 
of the CPUSA. A corresponding report 
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Bringing in future Democrats: Democrats go to the wall for immigrants from socialist and Islamic 
countries, holding rallies and press conferences and calling for civil unrest, but hardly a word is ever 
heard from them about asylum for persecuted Christians or whites, such as South Africans. 


was issued later that month praising then- 
newly elected Jim Himes: 


The party [Communist Party USA] 
and its allies, unionists and friends 
joined together this year to work dili- 
gently to help elect our first African 
American president, Barack Obama. 
Folks pounded the pavement in 
Bridgeport, Conn., to defeat the last 
standing congressional Republican, 
Chris Shays. His replacement, newly 
elected Jim Himes, is vowing to take 
the people’s agenda forward. 


Himes has continued to work closely with 
one of the Connecticut Communist Party’s 
main front groups: The Connecticut Alli- 
ance for Retired Americans (CARA). This 
group is led by Connecticut CPUSA chair 
Joelle Fishman and her husband, Art Perlo 
— son of 1940s Washington, D.C., Soviet 
spy-ring leader Victor Perlo. 

Luckily for Jim Himes, there are no 
security background checks required to 
serve on the House Intelligence Commit- 
tee. In fact, security background checks 
are not required to serve on any congres- 
sional committee — even those with ac- 
cess to sensitive classified material. 

The NDC may achieve 70 members in 
the 116th Congress, but at least 45 percent 
will also be CPC, CBC, CHC, or CAPAC 
members. 

Many “centrist” Democrats officially 
affiliate with the New Democrat Coalition 
merely because they serve moderate or 


conservative districts, but saying they are 
moderates doesn’t make them moderates. 


Blue Dog Caucus 

The Blue Dogs will have about 20 mem- 
bers in 2019. They lost one member — 
Kyrsten Sinema — this election cycle. 
Longtime CPUSA affiliate Sinema (D- 
Ariz.) moved up to the U.S. Senate — with 
CPUSA electoral support. 

One member, Mike Thompson (D- 
Calif.), dined with Fidel Castro in Cuba 
in February 2002. Later the same year, 
Thompson traveled with far-left Represen- 
tatives David Bonior (D-Mich.) and Jim 
McDermott (D-Wash.) to Iraq on a “fact- 
finding mission.” 

It was later revealed that the trip’s 
funder, Muthanna Al-Hanooti, was work- 
ing for Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein. Ac- 
cording to evidence presented in a federal 
indictment, Al-Hanooti was tasked with 
persuading the U.S. Congress to lift eco- 
nomic sanctions against Iraq. Thompson’s 
junket was indirectly funded by the Iraqi 
government. 

Thompson’s travel companion David 
Bonior was at one point ranked number 
two in the Democratic Caucus. After retir- 
ing from Congress in 2003, Bonior openly 
joined DSA. Even the Democrat “right” 
has far-left elements. 


Influence 

The 116th Congress consists of more hard- 
left members of Congress enjoying more 
power than at any time in U.S. history. 


21 


CONGRESS 


q a 


Representing terrorists: A captured hard drive, taken from the second in command of FARC 
(the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia), revealed that Representative Jim McGovern 
(D-Mass.), shown, offered his services to the anti-government terrorists in Colombia. 


One of the first signs of the new regime 
at hand was the contest between CPC and 
CBC members Hakeem Jeffries (D-N.Y.) 
and Barbara Lee (D-Calif.) for the Demo- 
cratic Caucus chairmanship. The more 
“moderate” Jeffries narrowly won that 
race, so Nancy Pelosi created a special 
position for Lee. 

After a closed-door meeting, Pelosi 
named Lee as a third co-chair on the Dem- 
ocratic Steering and Policy Committee, 
alongside current co-chairs Representa- 
tives Rosa DeLauro (D-Conn.) and Eric 
Swalwell (D-Calif.). Pelosi herself chairs 
the committee. 

Barbara Lee has a 40-year record with 
the CPUSA. In the early 1990s, Lee even 
held a leadership position in the Commit- 
tees of Correspondence, a Marxist-Lenin- 
ist CPUSA spin-off group. 

Rosa DeLauro has been very close to the 
Connecticut Communist Party for at least 
a decade. She is on hugging-terms with 
Joelle Fishman, who chairs the CPUSA’s 
Political Action Committee — the party 
body dedicated to electing as many far-left 
Democrats to Congress as possible. 

Nancy Pelosi herself began her politi- 
cal career in the orbit of the San Francisco 


Communist Party. She was very close to 
CPUSA supporters Vivian Hallinan and 
Congressman John Burton. Pelosi also eu- 
logized her longtime friend and CPUSA 
member Carlton Goodlett in the Congres- 
sional Record and gave a glowing con- 
gressional obituary for CPUSA member 
and labor leader Harry Bridges. 

Three of the four members of the 
Democratic Steering and Policy Commit- 
tee — which allocates House members to 
congressional committees — have back- 
grounds with the Communist Party USA. 


Committee Chairs 

This article is being written prior to the new 
Congress convening January 3. House tra- 
dition holds that the highest-ranking mem- 
ber of either party serving on a congression- 
al committee will chair that committee if 
their own party takes control of the House. 

The committee chair has enormous 
power in determining which legislation — 
and in what form — makes it to the floor 
of the House. 

If tradition holds, the following individ- 
uals will chair House committees in the 
116th Congress: 

Administration Committee — Zoe 


Buoyed by an influx of new far-left members, the 
Congressional Progressive Caucus has made a 


bargain with Democratic House leader Nancy Pelosi 
(herself a former CPC member) to significantly 
increase socialist Dower in the House. 
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Lofgren (Calif.): Zoe Lofgren joined the 
CPC in 2017. 

Agriculture Committee — Collin Peter- 
son (Minn.): A Blue Dog Democrat, Col- 
lin Peterson is a proponent of trade with 
Cuba, and visited the communist-ruled 
island in May 2007 and February 2015. 
Peterson is very close to the CPUSA-in- 
fluenced National Farmers Union and has 
ties to leading Minnesota CPUSA activist 
Mark Froemke. 

Appropriations Committee — Nita 
Lowey (N.Y.): Lowey is a reliable “pro- 
gressive” Democrat. 

Armed Services Committee — Adam 
Smith (Wash.): Smith has been a CPC 
member since 2017. 

Budget Committee — John Yarmuth 
(Ky.): Yarmuth is close to members of the 
Kentucky branch of the CPUSA spin-off 
Committees of Correspondence. A leader 
of that organization, Ira Grupper, has de- 
scribed his longtime ally Yarmuth as “a 
decent progressive Democrat.” Yarmuth 
has also worked with DSA members on 
government-run healthcare issues. Yar- 
muth traveled to Cuba in 2015. 

Education & The Workforce Committee 
— Bobby Scott (Va.): Listed as a member 
of the CPC in 1998, Scott no longer ap- 
pears on its roster. Scott was endorsed by 
DSA in 1996. 

Energy & Commerce Committee — 
Frank Pallone (N.J.): Pallone has been a 
member of the CPC since at least 2009. 

Ethics Committee — Ted Deutch 
(Fla.): Deutch is a reliable “progressive” 
Democrat. 

Financial Services Committee — Max- 
ine Waters (Calif): Active in both CPC and 
CBC, Maxine Waters has been involved with 
CPUSA fronts such as the National Alliance 
Against Racist and Political Repression 
since the early 1980s. Waters also has close 
ties to DSA and has supported initiatives of 
the pro-China Communist Workers Party 
and the pro-North Korea Workers World 
Party. Waters traveled to Cuba in 1999. 

Foreign Affairs Committee — Eliot Engel 
(N.Y.): Engel is very close to Gerry Adams, 
leader of the Irish Sinn Fein political party. 
Adams has long been accused of being a se- 
cret leader of the communist-affiliated Irish 
Republican Army terrorist group. Engel vis- 
ited Cuba in 2015 and 2016. 

Homeland Security Committee — Ben- 
nie Thompson (Miss.): Thompson is a 
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member of both the CPC and the CBC. In 
the 1980s, Thompson was involved in the 
CPUSA front National Alliance Against 
Racist and Political Repression. 

In recent years Thompson has worked 
closely with Freedom Road Socialist Or- 
ganization-aligned activists in Mississip- 
pi, and with FRSO-supported mayors of 
Jackson, Mississippi: Chokwe Lumumba 
and his son Chokwe Antar Lumumba. 

In June 2000, Thompson and two other 
CBC leaders — Jim Clyburn (D-S.C.) 
and Greg Meeks (D-N.Y.) — visited 
Cuban president Fidel Castro. Reportedly, 
Thompson told Castro that huge areas in 
his district had no doctors. In response, 
Castro offered full scholarships for U.S. 
citizens to study medicine in Cuba. Since 
that time, hundreds of young Americans 
— some sons and daughters of CPUSA 
members — have earned medical degrees 
courtesy of the Cuban Communist Party. 
Thompson also traveled to Cuba in 2005. 

Judiciary Committee — Jerrold Nadler 
(N.Y.): If President Trump is impeached, 
Jerry Nadler will lead the charge. From 
the late 1970s until at least the mid- 
1980s, Nadler was a card-carrying DSA 
member. He continued to attend DSA- 
sponsored conferences and events up 
until the 2000s. Nadler is also a longtime 
member of the CPC. 

Natural Resources Committee — Ratl 
Grijalva (Ariz.): A longtime CPC and CHC 
member, Raul Grijalva wrote an article 
for the November 13, 1993 edition of the 
CPUSA newspaper Peoples World and has 
worked closely with the CPUSA ever since. 

As recently as September 2015, Gri- 
jalva addressed a seminar organized by 
the CPUSA’s Salt of the Earth Labor 
College in Tucson. Grijalva told the as- 
sembled comrades that he would use his 
congressional position to kill an envi- 
ronmental law exemption proposal that 
would have enhanced border security. 
Grijalva traveled to Cuba in 2015. 

Oversight & Government Reform 
Committee — Elijah Cummings (Md.): A 
member of the CPC and CBC, Cummings 
was mentored by his congressional pre- 
decessor Parren Mitchell, a longtime sup- 
porter of CPUSA fronts and causes. 

Rules and Select Committee on Human 
Rights — Jim McGovern (Mass.): Mc- 
Govern is a longtime CPC member. 

McGovern is very close to DSA-affil- 
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iated Progressive Democrats of America. 
He has also worked with DSA to demand 
an American withdrawal from Iraq. Many 
American patriots could agree with the ob- 
jective of bringing our troops home, but 
few would agree with McGovern’s terms, 
which we will examine in a moment. 

In the fall of 2008, DSA member John 
Maher of Massachusetts Peace Action 
asked McGovern the question, “What the 
hell does it take to get us out of Iraq?” Ac- 
cording to Maher, writing in the Novem- 
ber 2008 edition of Boston DSA’s The 
Yankee Radical, McGovern said: 


You guys can organize a conference of 
Middle East experts to make a respon- 
sible plan for withdrawal, one that fo- 
cuses on the non-military issues that 
need to be addressed. Have it at Har- 
vard so people will take it seriously. 
Publish a report. We’ll help you put on 
a big press event and I’1l distribute it 
to Congress. We'll make how to with- 
draw an issue that Congress and the 
public have to deal with. 


McGovern’s DSA comrades followed his 
advice to the letter. Harvard University’s 
Weatherhead Center for International Af- 
fairs hosted the roundtable March 7, 2008. 
A report entitled “Quickly, Carefully, and 
Generously: The Necessary Steps for a 
Responsible Withdrawal from Iraq,” with 


a preface by Representative McGovern, 
was released at a call-in press confer- 
ence June 25. Among other negatives, 
the McGovern/Harvard proposal repeat- 
edly deferred to the United Nations and 
called for funding multiple UN agencies 
and programs, including replacing U.S. 
troops with an “international force” under 
“UN mandate.” That same day Represen- 
tative McGovern distributed the report to 
all members of the House and Senate ac- 
companied by a “Dear Colleague” letter. 

McGovern has also actively promoted 
communist causes in Latin America for more 
than 20 years. In particular, he has worked to 
bolster U.S.-Cuban economic ties. 

In March 2008, a hard drive was recov- 
ered from the computer of slain Colom- 
bian guerrilla Raul Reyes, No. 2 in com- 
mand of the communist FARC. 

According to the Wall Street Journal: 
“The Reyes hard drive reveals an ardent 
effort to do business directly with the 
FARC by Congressman Jim McGovern, a 
leading opponent of the [U.S.-Colombian] 
free-trade deal. Mr. McGovern has been 
working with an American go-between, 
who has been offering the rebels help in 
undermining Colombia’s elected and pop- 
ular government.” 

McGovern traveled to Cuba in 2006, 
2015, 2016, 2017, and 2018. 

Science, Space & Technology Commit- 
tee — Eddie Bernice Johnson (Texas): 
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Radicals raised up: Two radicals who belong to both the Congressional Black Caucus and the 
Progressive Caucus — Hakeem Jeffries (D-N.Y.), shown, and Barbara Lee (D-Calif.) — vied for 
the Democratic Caucus chairmanship. Jeffries won, and Lee was given a newly created position. 
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Johnson is a longtime member of both the 
CPC and CBC. She has served as chair of 
the CBC. It was during that time that John- 
son contributed an anti-drug enforcement 
article to the December 7, 2001 edition of 
CPUSA’s Peoples World entitled “Drug 
czar assures repeat of past failures.” 

In recent years she has worked closely 
with North Texas Jobs with Justice, and 
the Texas Alliance for Retired Americans, 
both of which are run by leading Commu- 
nist Party of Texas activist Gene Lantz. 

Johnson traveled to Cuba in 2005 and 
2016. 

Transportation & Infrastructure Com- 
mittee — Peter DeFazio (Ore.): DeFazio 
is a founding member of the CPC. 

In June 2010, a high-level delegation 
headed by then-president of the “Party of 
European Socialists” Poul Nyrup Rasmus- 
sen traveled to Canada and the United States. 

After a speech to the Socialist Interna- 
tional Council in New York, Rasmussen 
held meetings with U.S. Congressman 
Peter DeFazio and chief economist to Vice 
President Joe Biden, Jared Bernstein. 

Veterans Affairs Committee — Mark 
Takano (Calif.): A member of both the 
CPC and CAPAC, Takano became a stu- 
dent of Marxism-Leninism at Stanford 
University, under the guidance of wealthy 
San Francisco lawyer and Democrat donor 
Steve Phillips. 

Mark Takano is a co-chair of the con- 
gressional Cuba Working Group. In Octo- 


er a 


ber 2017, he traveled to Cuba “to advance 
dialogue and mutual exchange between 
U.S. and Cuban LGBTQ communities.” 

Ways & Means Committee — Richard 
Neal (Mass.): Richard Neal paints himself 
as a moderate Democrat but is in actuality 
a longtime supporter of far-left Irish Sinn 
Fein leader Gerry Adams. 

Select Committee on Intelligence — 
Adam Schiff (Calif.): In the early 2000s, 
Los Angeles labor leaders Maria Elena 
Durazo (DSA supporter) and SEIU in- 
ternational vice president Eliseo Medina 
(DSA member) established the Organiza- 
tion of Los Angeles Workers to develop 
a cadre of skilled union members to help 
elect Democrats to Congress. Their first 
successes were Representatives Adam 
Schiff and Jane Harman. 

Schiff is close to the Communist Party 
of China-affiliated Committee of 100. 

In the spring of 2008, Hong Kong Chief 
Executive C.H. Tung — now vice-chair 
of the Communist Party of China’s “Chi- 
nese People’s Political Consultative Con- 
ference” — traveled to Washington, D.C., 
for a trip arranged by the Committee of 
100. The committee arranged meetings 
for Tung with American opinion leaders, 
which included David Brooks of the New 
York Times, Margaret Warner of PBS News- 
Hour, and Congressman Adam Schiff of 
the House Joint Intelligence Committee. 

A year later, on October 6, 2009, Xu 
Kuangdi, the president of the Chinese Acad- 


The freshman class: New Democrat congressmen such as Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez (N.Y.) and Deb 
Haaland (N.M.) are socialists who promote wealth confiscation, allegedly to fix the country’s problems, 


but in reality to concentrate power in government. 
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emy of Engineering, met with New York 
members of the Committee of 100 at the 
Harvard Club. Xu spoke at the Council on 
Foreign Relations and met with Dr. Henry 
Kissinger and Congressman Adam Schiff. 

Schiff was also listed as an “official 
supporter of the Committee of 100 Na- 
tional Conference” held in Beverly Hills, 
California, in April 2016. 


Endemic Radicalism 

Virtually every major plank of today’s Dem- 
ocratic Party — single-payer healthcare, am- 
nesty for illegal aliens, normalization of rela- 
tions with communist Cuba, $15 per hour 
minimum wage, and others — originated 
with the CPUSA or DSA or their foreign 
masters. It is not the slightest exaggeration to 
say that the communists and socialists drive 
Democratic Party policy formation. 

The problem in Congress is not just 
with newbie radicals such as Alexandria 
Ocasio-Cortez, Rashida Tlaib, Chuy Gar- 
cia, Ilhan Omar, and Deb Haaland. 

The problem is endemic and infects 
the Democratic Party in both the House 
and the Senate, from top to bottom. At 
least 40 percent of House Democrats 
would struggle to pass the lowest-level 
security background check, and Senate 
Democrats are no better. The current 
situation is the direct result of three de- 
cades of grossly inadequate internal se- 
curity procedures, weakened consider- 
ably by hard-left elected officials posing 
as Democrats. 

The 2018 radical cohort isn’t a bunch 
of young socialists shaking up “moder- 
ate” Democrats. The federal government 
is infested with hard-core socialists and 
communists providing the numbers and 
impetus to already-entrenched radicals 
to finally — once and for all — drive the 
Democrat Party fully into socialism. 

Burgeoning socialism can still be 
stalled. Americans must reacquaint them- 
selves and their children with the basic 
principles of limited government, which 
are in direct conflict with the dictates 
of socialism. With this knowledge, citi- 
zens can pressure moderate Republicans 
to firmly resist the relentless socialism 
creeping into all levels of government. 

Without a concerted effort to educate the 
people, this path could destroy the country. 
And without America, the free countries of 
the world would fall like dominoes. Mf 
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A Congressional Scorecard Based on the U.S. Constitution 


Our final (fourth) look at the 115th Con- 
gress shows how every member of the 
House and Senate voted on such key issues 
as a carbon tax (House), tax cuts (House), 
and farm and food programs (Senate). 


Enforcement Partnership 
ts. This bill (H.R. 3249) 
vould establish a Project Safe Neighbor- 
hoods Block Grant Program within the Of- 
fice of Justice Programs at the Department 
of Justice to foster and improve existing 
partnerships between local, state, and fed- 
eral law-enforcement agencies to create 
safer neighborhoods through sustained 
reductions in violent crimes. It would au- 
thorize $50 million a year in each of the 
fiscal years from 2019 through 2021. 

The House concurred with the Senate 
version of H.R. 3249 on June 6, 2018 by 
a vote of 394 to 13 (Roll Call 239). We 
have assigned pluses to the nays because 
the federal government is not autho- 


Federal apparatchiks: Federal judges commonly side with the federal government in cases 
against it, even when the government is unequivocally in the wrong. Do we want that with police? 


ions 


3 Sector: Emissions Standards for New, Re- 


rized by the Constitution to partner with, 
train, or subsidize state or local law- 
enforcement agencies. Too, our contin- 
ued existence as a free people under the 
Constitution depends on the continued 
independence of our local police from 
federal and state control. 


uU amendment to H.R. 6147, 

troduced by Representative Mee 
Mullin (R-Okla.), would prohibit appro- 
priated funds of the Fiscal 2019 Interior- 
Environment and Financial Services Ap- 
propriations Package from being used to 
enforce the EPA’s “Oil and Natural Gas 


constructed, and Modified Sources” rule, 
also known as the “methane rule.” Accord- 
ing to the Congressional Record for July 
18, 2018, Representative Mullin said the 
following: “This amendment would pro- 
hibit funds from enforcing the Obama ad- 
ministration EPA methane rule. This rule is 
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on the U.S. Constitution” rates congressmen based 


GG T 

on their adherence to constitutional principles of lim- 
ited government, fiscal responsibility, national sovereignty, and a 
traditional foreign policy of avoiding foreign entanglements. To 
learn how any representative or senator voted on the key measures 
described herein, look him or her up in the vote charts. 

The scores are derived by dividing a congressman’s consti- 
tutional votes (pluses) by the total number he cast (pluses and 
minuses) and multiplying by 100. The average House score for 
this index (votes 31-40) is 32 percent, and the average Senate 


he Freedom Index: A Congressional Scorecard Based 
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score is 22 percent. Five representatives and one senator scored 
100 percent. We encourage readers to examine how their own 
congressmen voted on each of the 10 key measures. We also en- 
courage readers to commend legislators for their constitutional 
votes and to urge improvement where needed. 

This is our final index for the 115th Congress. Our first index 
(votes 1-10) for the 115th Congress appeared in our August 7, 2017 
issue, our second index (votes 11-20) appeared in our February 19, 
2018 issue, and our third index (votes 21-30) appeared in our Au- 
gust 6, 2018 issue. An online version of the “Freedom Index” is also 
available (click on “Freedom Index” at TheNewAmerican.com). 
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115th CONGRESS, Votes 31-40 


Votes: 31-40 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 1-40 
ALABAMA 
1 Byrne (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + 52% 
2 Roby (R) 44% - + + + - - = + = 2 49% 
3, Rogers, M. (R) 50% - + + + - - = +t = + 55% 
4 Aderholt (R) 50% - + + + - - = + - + 50% 
5 Brooks, M. (R) 60% - + + + - - + + - + 70% 
6 Palmer (R) WY 2 ok oe dhe a GM 
7 Sewell (D) 10% - - - + - - ee ee 13% 
ALASKA 
AL Young, Don (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + 55% 
ARIZONA 
1 O’Halleran (D) 20% - - + + - - ee ee 18% 
2 McSally (R) 50% - + + + - - = + - + 52% 
3, Grijalva (D) 0% - - - = = - = = = = 21% 
4 Gosar (R) 100% + + + + + + + + + + 83% 
5 Biggs (R) 100% + + + + + + + + + + 90% 
6 Schweikert (R) GW = #& & 4 db =e = db = sb (KK 
7 Gallego (D) 0% - - - - = - 2 8 ee 21% 
8 Lesko (R) Gs = & & ak - - + - + 73% 
9 Sinema (D) 38% - 2? + + - a 25% 
ARKANSAS 
1 Crawford (R) 50% - + + + - - = + - + 52% 
2 Hill (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + 52% 
3 Womack (R) 50% - + + + - - = + =~ + 52% 
4 Westerman (R) 60% - + + + + - - + - + 60% 
CALIFORNIA 
1 LaMalfa (R) 50% - + + + - - = t= + 55% 
2 Huffman (D) 0% - - = - - - 18% 
3, Garamendi (D) 0% - - - - = = 5 = = = 8% 
4 McClintock (R) 100% + + + + + + + + + + 83% 
5 Thompson, M. (D) 0% - - - - - - 2 2s = 10% 
6 Matsui (D) 0% - - - = = - ee ee 15% 
7 Bera (D) 10% - - - + - a = = 2 = 13% 
8 Cook (R) 50% - + + + - - = +t = + 55% 
9 McNerney (D) (5 P = 2s = « Ss 2 = = 8 16% 
10 Denham (R) 44% - + + + - - = + = 2? 51% 
11 DeSaulnier (D) 10% = = = = = t+ - - = = 13% 
12 Pelosi (D) 0% j- - - - = - = = 2 | 8% 
13 Lee, B. (D) 0% j%? - - - = ee ce a te 21% 
14 Speier (D) 17% - 2? ? 2? ? a 23% 
15 Swalwell (D) W% = = = + = a = = = Ff 13% 
16 Costa (D) 10% =< = = = = - - + 20% 
17 Khanna (D) 30% - - - + - + + - - = 25% 
18 Eshoo (D) 0% - - - = = > 2? ? 2? - 14% 
19 Lofgren (D) 0% - - - - = a ee 23% 
20 Panetta (D) 20% - - - + = a 18% 
21 Valadao (R) 50% - + + + - - = + - + 50% 
22 Nunes (R) 44% - + + + - - = + = 2? 50% 
23 McCarthy (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + 52% 
24 Carbajal (D) 10% 3 ee ES oe ee 16% 
25 Knight (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + = 52% 
26 Brownley (D) W% - - - + - - = = = ? 13% 
27 Chu (D) O% = = = = = - ee ee 18% 
28 Schiff (D) 0% - - - = = - ee ee 10% 
29 Cardenas (D) 3% = 7 ? @ = - ee ee 24% 
30 Sherman (D) 0% +? - - - - - ee ee 10% 
31 Aguilar (D) iy as ae ee ee ee 


House Vote Scores V 


Votes: 31-40 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 1-40 
32 Napolitano (D) 0% - - - - - - ee ee 18% 
33 Lieu (D) 10% - - - + = a 29% 
34 Gomez (D) 0% - - - - = - = = 2 = 26% 
35 Torres (D) 10% - - - + - - = 2 = 18% 
36 Ruiz (D) 10% - - - + - - ee ee 13% 
37 Bass (D) 0% - ? - = - - eee 20% 
38 Sanchez (D) 0% - - - = - - ee ee 18% 
39 Royce (R) BO = cP ok eos gd = st SOM 
40 Roybal-Allard (D) 0% - - - = - - ee ee 15% 
41 Takano (D) 0% - - - = = = = = = = 18% 
42. Calvert (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + 52% 
43, Waters, Maxine (D) 0% +? -~- - - - ee 13% 
44 Barragén (D) 10% - - - + - - ee ee 23% 
45 Walters, Mimi (R) 50% - + + + - - = + - + 51% 
46 Correa (D) 10% - - - + - a ee) 
47 Lowenthal (D) OW 2 = = = «= 2 5 8 = «& 15% 
48 Rohrabacher (R) 60% - + + + + - + - = + 67% 
49 Issa (R) 50% - + + + - - = + - + 58% 
50 Hunter (R) B% - + + + - - - ? 2? ? 56% 
51 Vargas (D) 10% - - - + - - = ee 23% 
52 Peters, S. (D) 13% - ? - + - - = ee 8% 
53 Davis, S. (D) 10% - - - + - - ee ee 18% 
COLORADO 
1 DeGette (D) 0% - - - = - - = 2 ee 18% 
2 Polis (D) 13% ? - - + - = a = 24% 
3, Tipton (R) 50% - + + + - a eo 58% 
4 Buck (R) 90% + + + + + + + + - + 73% 
5 Lamborn (R) 70% - + + + + t+ - + - + 65% 
6 Coffman (R) AW 2 = do ad = eo oe gd = gh Si 
7 Perlmutter (D) 0% +? - - - = - ee ee 13% 
CONNECTICUT 
1 Larson, J. (D) 0% - - - - - See = See 18% 
2 Courtney (D) 0% - - - = - - eee 15% 
3 DeLauro (D) 0% - - - - - = = 2s 13% 
4 Himes (D) 0% - - - - - - ee ee 8% 
5 Esty (D) (oe qn nna 
DELAWARE 
AL Blunt Rochester (D) 0% - = - - - ee ee 10% 
FLORIDA 
1 Gaetz (R) GS 6 8 2 #& = ee dob oe THM 
2 Dunn (R) 50% - + + + - a eo 51% 
3 Yoho (R) By = cb cb ok = + - + - ? 69% 
4 Rutherford (R) 50% - + + + - a eo 50% 
5 Lawson (D) 11% - - 2? + - > oe = = 11% 
6 DeSantis (R) 50% - ? + + - 63% 
7 Murphy (D) 20% - - + + - - = eee 13% 
8 Posey (R) 50% - + + + - - = + - + 63% 
9 Soto (D) 0% - - - = = - eee 18% 
10 Demings (D) 0% j- - - - = - = = 2? - 10% 
11 Webster (R) (i 2 + £ & = + - + - + 70% 
12 Bilirakis (R) 56% 2? + + + - - = + - + 54% 
13 Crist (D) 5 2 = = & = e & & = & 16% 
14 Castor (D) 0% - - - = - - ee ee 8% 
15 Ross (R) 56% - + + + + - = + = 2 51% 
16 Buchanan (R) 40% - + + + - a 45% 
17 Rooney, T. (R) 44% - + + + - a 2 & = 2 50% 
18 Mast (R) 40% - - + + - - = + = + 48% 


The scores are derived by dividing the constitutionally correct votes (pluses) by the total number of pluses and minuses and multiplying by 100. (A “?” means a rep. did not vote yea or nay. 
Ifa rep. cast fewer than five votes in this index, a score is not assigned.) Match numbers at the top of the chart to House vote descriptions on pages 26, 28, and 30. 
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currently facing litigation uncertainty, and 
Congress must act to block this job-killing 
regulation estimated to cost our economy 
$530 million annually. While oil and gas 
production has increased more than 25 
percent since 2005, related methane emis- 
sions have actually decreased almost 40 
percent during the same time period.” 
The House passed this amendment to 
H.R. 6147 on July 18, 2018 by a vote 
of 215 to 194 (Roll Call 346). We have 
assigned pluses to the yeas because the 
Constitution does not authorize the federal 
government to regulate the environment in 
general, let alone regulate methane emis- 
sions that accompany oil and natural gas 
production, processing, and distribution. 


3 Carbon Tax. This measure (House 

Concurrent Resolution 119) would 
express the sense of Congress “that a car- 
bon tax would be detrimental to American 
families and businesses, and is not in the 
best interest of the United States.” During 
debate on the floor of the House, Repre- 
sentative Steve Scalise (R-La.) discussed 
how a carbon tax would raise and increase 
costs for families. He pointed out: “There 
would be an increase by an estimated 
$1,900 per family on the cost of things that 
they buy all across this country.” 

The House adopted H. Con. Res. 119 
on July 19, 2018 by a vote of 229 to 180 
(Roll Call 363). We have assigned plus- 
es to the yeas because Congress has no 
constitutional authority to limit the use of 
certain sources of energy, such as carbon- 
based fuels, by selectively imposing taxes 
on them. 


3 Medical Device Tax Repeal. 

This bill (H.R. 184) would fully 
repeal, after December 31, 2019, the 
2.3-percent excise tax on domestic sales 
of medical devices. The “medical device 
tax” was put in place as part of the A fford- 
able Care Act to help cover some of the 
program’s costs. 

The House passed H.R. 184 on July 24, 
2018 by a vote of 283 to 132 (Roll Call 
372). We have assigned pluses to the yeas 
because, while implementing an excise tax 
in itself is not an unconstitutional action of 
the federal government, this particular ex- 
cise tax was put in place to help pay for an 
unconstitutional program — the Afford- 
able Care Act, aka ObamaCare. Repealing 
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part of the funding for such an unconstitu- 
tional federal healthcare program is a good 
thing and should be supported. 


3 Flood Insurance. This bill (S. 
1182) would extend the autho- 
rization of the National Flood Insurance 
Program through November 30, 2018. 
The House passed S. 1182 on July 25, 
2018 by a vote of 366 to 52 (Roll Call 
373). We have assigned pluses to the nays 
because the Constitution does not give the 
federal government authority to get into 
the insurance business. Having the federal 
government as an insurer essentially sub- 
sidizes risky behavior, such as building in 
flood-, fire-, and earthquake-prone areas, 
and forces the taxpayer to pick up the 
tab. Insurance policies for natural disas- 
ters should be offered by private insurers, 
with the market setting the rates for such 
coverage. 


3 Appropriations for Defense, 

Labor-HHS-Education, and 
Continuing Appropriations. This bill 
(H.R. 6157) would provide $855.1 billion 
in discretionary funding for fiscal 2019, 
including $674.4 billion for the Defense 
Department (including $67.9 billion in 
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overseas contingency operations, i.e., 
Iraq, Afghanistan, etc.), $ 90.3 billion for 
the Health and Human Services Depart- 
ment, $71.4 billion for the Education De- 
partment, $12.1 billion for the Labor De- 
partment, and continuing appropriations 
for all of the remaining federal govern- 
ment departments not explicitly funded 
by this bill until December 7, 2018. 

The House adopted the final version of 
the bill (the conference report) on Sep- 
tember 26, 2018 by a vote of 361 to 61 
(Roll Call 405). We have assigned pluses 
to the nays because social-welfare spend- 
ing falls outside the enumerated powers 
of the federal government, and lumping 
multiple appropriations bills into one me- 
ga-bill reduces lawmakers’ accountabil- 
ity to their constituents. Moreover, even 
though defense spending is constitution- 
al, the “defense” budget is bloated with 
funding for overseas military operations 
that have not contributed to the defense 
of our own country. 


3 FAA Reauthorization and Sup- 

plemental Disaster Appropria- 
tions. This bill (H.R. 302) would reautho- 
rize the Federal Aviation Administration 
though fiscal year 2023, with annual au- 


ay ‘9 LLG 
S »¢ ; hh ‘ 


ei ie 


Building in flood zones: All across this country, people build in flood zones — including along 
marshes, rivers, lakes, and oceans — because the U.S. government provides flood insurance. 
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115th CONGRESS, Votes 31-40 


Votes: 31-40 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 1-40 
19 Rooney, E (R) 33% - - - + - + - + - ? 58% 
20 Hastings (D) 0% - - - = = - = = = 7 13% 
21 Frankel (D) 0% +- - - - - - ee ee 10% 
22 Deutch (D) 0% - - - - = - ee ee 11% 
23 Wasserman Schultz(D) 0% - - - - - - 2 5 = e 8% 
24 Wilson, E (D) 0% +? - - - = - = = 2 | 9% 
25 Diaz-Balart (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + 47% 
26 Curbelo (R) 20% - - - + - = se be = 82% 
27 Ros-Lehtinen (R) 22% - - - + = - - + - ? 40% 
GEORGIA 
1 Carter, E.L. (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + 52% 
2 Bishop, S. (D) 40% - + + + - - - - + 37% 
3, Ferguson (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + 55% 
4 Johnson, H. (D) 0% +j- - - - = - = eee 23% 
5 Lewis, John (D) 0% +- - - - = - ee ee 15% 
6 Handel (R) SW 2 #& 2 # = ee ce a AE 
7 Woodall (R) 50% - + + + - - = +t - + 58% 
8 Scott, A. (R) 50% - + + + - - = + - + 52% 
9 Collins, D. (R) 50% - + + + - - = +t = + 52% 
10 Hice (R) 70% - + + + + + - + - + 70% 
11 Loudermilk (R) 60% - + + + + - = + - + 69% 
12 Allen (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + 55% 
13 Scott, D. (D) 10% - - - + = - ee ee 15% 
14 Graves, T. (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + 55% 
HAWAII 
1 Hanabusa (D) 0% - 2? 2? 2? ? a 6% 
2 Gabbard (D) 144% - - - + - BE tet te ey 31% 
IDAHO 
1 Labrador (R) 100% + + + + + 2 2 8 FF 81% 
2 Simpson (R) HO 2 + & 4 2 - = + - + 53% 
ILLINOIS 
1 Rush (D) 0% - - - = = - = 2 2? 2? 25% 
2 Kelly, R. (D) 0% - - - = = - ee ee 13% 
3, Lipinski (D) 10% - - - + - - ee ee 15% 
4 Gutiérrez (D) 0% - - - - - =H ae? 22% 
5 Quigley (D) 0% - - - - = - eee 8% 
6 Roskam (R) BY 2 = dh ok x = = 2 = § SOK 
7 Davis, D. (D) 0% - - - = = - ee ee 14% 
8 Krishnamoorthi(D) 10% - - - + - oo ce es 15% 
9 Schakowsky (D) 0% - - - = = - ee ee 18% 
10 Schneider (D) 10% - - - + - ys! ees eee 11% 
11 Foster (D) 0% - - - = = - ee ee 10% 
12 Bost (R) 50% - + + + - ~- = + = + 52% 
13 Davis, R. (R) 50% - + + + - - = t+ = + 55% 
14 Hultgren (R) 44% - + + + - - = + = ? 51% 
15 Shimkus (R) 50% - + + + - - = t = + 51% 
16 Kinzinger (R) 50% - + + + - - = + - + 50% 
17 Bustos (D) 10% - - - + - - ee ee 15% 
18 LaHood (R) 50% - + + + - - - + - + 58% 
INDIANA 
1 Visclosky (D) 0% - - - = = - ee ee 10% 
2 Walorski (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + 50% 
3, Banks (R) 70% - + + + + + - + - + 65% 
4 Rokita (R) 83% - + + + + P 2 RP P mH 
5 Brooks, S. (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + 50% 
6 Messer (R) (5 = de oh ak = = db = db SK 
7 Carson (D) 0% +- - - = = - ee ee 11% 
8 Bucshon (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + 50% 
9 Hollingsworth (R) 60% - + - + + + - + - + 62% 
IOWA 
1 Blum (R) FO = db a 4 = sos db = ob (HK 
2 Loebsack (D) 10% - - - + = - 2 es ee 10% 


Votes: 31-40 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 1-40 
3, Young, David (R) 50% - + + + - - = + - + 55% 
4 King, S. (R) 60% - + + + - + - + - + 60% 
KANSAS 
1 Marshall (R) 50% - + + + - - = + - + 55% 
2 Jenkins, L. (R) 44% - + + + - - = + - ? 50% 
3, Yoder (R) 44% - + + 7? - - = + = + 54% 
4 Estes (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + 48% 
KENTUCKY 
1 Comer (R) 50% = & & & = se & = & (HO% 
2 Guthrie (R) 50% - + + + - - = Ft = + 55% 
3, Yarmuth (D) i = = BS = = es) Re 15% 
4 Massie (R) 100% + + + + + + + + + + 98% 
5 Rogers, H. (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + 50% 
6 Barr (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + 52% 
LOUISIANA 
1 Scalise (R) B% = db ow ob = eos gd = 4 (HOM 
2 Richmond (D) 0% #%? #? ? - - - - 18% 
3 Higgins, C. (R) (i = + 2 B = Bos & = GM 
4 Johnson, M. (R) 60% - + + + - +o - + - + 65% 
5 Abraham (R) G5 2s & 2 # = Boe # 5 sh (AN 
6 Graves, G. (R) 50% - + + + - - = + - + 65% 
MAINE 
1 Pingree (D) 0% ~=«- - - Bo 15% 
2 Poliquin (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + 46% 
MARYLAND 
1 Harris, A. (R) 70% - + + + - + + + - + 75% 
2 Ruppersberger (D) 0% - - - - = - = = = = 10% 
3, Sarbanes (D) 0% - - - - - 2 2 ees 13% 
4 Brown, A. (D) 0% - - - - = - = eee 8% 
5 Hoyer (D) 0% j- ? - - - - = ee 10% 
6 Delaney (D) 10% - - - + - 2 8 Be 10% 
7 Cummings (D) 0% - - - - = ee oe 7% 
8 Raskin (D) 0% - - - - = - eee 15% 
MASSACHUSETTS 
1 Neal (D) 0% - - - = = eee 13% 
2 McGovern (D) 0% - - - - = a ee 18% 
3, Tsongas (D) 0% -- - - = = Se oe 15% 
4 Kennedy, JosephP (D) 0% - - - - - - ee ee 15% 
5 Clark, K. (D) 10% - - - + - a et 21% 
6 Moulton (D) 13% - - - + - ef OR Us 16% 
7 Capuano (D) 0% - - - = - = = # =» ? 21% 
8 Lynch (D) 13% 2? - - + - - = - ? 22% 
9 Keating (D) 10% - - + = = ta. Se 15% 
MICHIGAN 
1 Bergman (R) 44% - + 2? + - - = + = + 54% 
2 Huizenga (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + 55% 
3 Amash (R) 90% + + + + + + + + + - 90% 
4 Moolenaar (R) 50% - + + + - - = + - + 52% 
5 Kildee (D) 0% - - - = - - 5 ef ee 13% 
6 Upton (R) 33% - - + + - es es & = By 
7 Walberg (R) 50% - + + + - - = + e+ 52% 
8 Bishop, M. (R) 44% 2 + + + - a 51% 
9 Levin (D) 0% -~- - - = = - ee ee 13% 
10 Mitchell (R) 50% - + + + - - = + - + 52% 
11 Trott (R) 50% - + + + - Bee ake HE, AG 
12 Dingell (D) 10% - - - + - - ee ee 15% 
13 Jones (D) 
14 Lawrence (D) 0% - - - - = ee eee se 15% 
MINNESOTA 
1 Walz (D) Go ee ee - - 2? 2? ? 23% 
2 Lewis, Jason (R) 50% - + + + - se =e & = & AM 


The scores are derived by dividing the constitutionally correct votes (pluses) by the total number of pluses and minuses and multiplying by 100. (A “?” means a rep. did not vote yea or nay. 
Ifa rep. cast fewer than five votes in this index, a score is not assigned.) Match numbers at the top of the chart to House vote descriptions on pages 26, 28, and 30. 
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Freedom Index 


thorizations for federal aviation programs 
increasing from $10.2 billion in fiscal 
2018 to $11.6 billion in fiscal 2023. It 
also eases restrictions on FAA regulation 
of drones, authorizes the federal Transpor- 
tation Security Administration (TSA), and 
includes $1.7 billion for Hurricane Flor- 
ence disaster relief. 

The House passed the bill on September 
26, 2018 by a vote of 398 to 23 (Roll Call 
407). We have assigned pluses to the nays 
because of the bill’s unconstitutional fed- 
eral overreach in both aviation and disaster 
relief. One example of this overreach is the 
TSA, which is known for groping and vio- 
lating air travelers in the name of provid- 
ing security. Instead of relying on an inef- 
ficient federal bureaucracy, security should 
be provided by the airlines, which have a 
vested interest in keeping their customers 
safe. Another area the feds should stay out 
of is the regulation of private-sector drones, 
which instead should be managed by local 
ordinances or (at most) state laws. And the 
market, not the feds, should determine such 
issues as the dimensions of seats on pas- 
senger airliners. Regarding disaster relief, 
this should be handled by private charitable 
efforts, not the federal government. 

3 Tax Cuts. This bill (H.R. 6760) 

would make permanent tax cuts 
for individuals in the Tax Cuts and Jobs 
Act of 2017 that were set to expire at the 
end of 2025, including lowered tax rates, 
increased standard deductions (from 
$13,000 to $24,000 for joint filers), and 
an increased child tax credit (from $1,000 
to $2,000). 

The House passed H.R. 6760 on Sep- 
tember 28, 2018 by a vote of 220 to 191 
(Roll Call 414). We have assigned pluses 
to the yeas because tax cuts keep money 
in the hands of those who earned it and 
can spur economic growth. Unfortunately, 
however, neither the Tax Cuts and Jobs 
Act nor this new legislation addresses run- 
away federal spending, which needs to be 


reined in via other legislation. 
3 Opioid Abuse Prevention 
and Health Programs. This 
bill (H.R. 6), as amended by the House, 
would expand Medicare and Medicaid to 
cover medication-assisted treatment for 
substance abuse and would place new re- 
quirements on states regarding Medicaid 
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Opioid opposition: While opioids certainly are a menace, the U.S. Constitution gives no authority 
to the federal government to wage a war on drugs. State or local efforts would do much more to 
fight the opioid epidemic than a federal bureaucracy whose existence depends on perpetuating 


the problem. 


drug review and utilization requirements. 
It would appropriate $15 million annually, 
from fiscal 2019 through fiscal 2023, to 
support the establishment or operation of 
public-health laboratories to detect syn- 
thetic opioids. The House amendment 
to the Senate-amended bill would allow 
Medicaid patients with opioid- or cocaine- 
abuse problems to stay for up to 30 days 
per year in certain treatment facilities with 
more than 16 beds. 

The House agreed to an amendment to 
the Senate-amended version of H.R. 6 on 
September 28, 2018 by a vote of 393 to 8 
(Roll Call 415). We have assigned pluses 
to the nays because Medicare and Med- 
icaid are both unconstitutional programs. 
The U.S. Constitution gives no authority 
to the federal government to pay people’s 
medical expenses, no matter how poor or 
disabled they are. Such assistance should 
be handled by states, charity, or the free 
market. Any expansion of Medicare or 
Medicaid, which is what this bill autho- 
rizes, should be voted against. 

4 Gray Wolves. This bill (H.R. 
6784) would direct the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service to issue a rule re- 


moving the gray wolf from the list of 
endangered and threatened wildlife, thus 
removing federal protections for the spe- 
cies in the 48 contiguous United States. 
It would also direct the Interior Depart- 
ment to reissue a 2011 rule delisting 
gray wolves in the Western Great Lakes 
region of Minnesota, Wisconsin, and 
Michigan, and would exempt both rules, 
and another rule delisting the species in 
Wyoming, from judicial review. 

The House passed H.R. 6784 on No- 
vember 16, 2018 by a vote of 196 to 180 
(Roll Call 420). We have assigned pluses 
to the yeas because decisions regarding 
human interaction with various animal 
species, if handled by government at all, 
should be handled at the state and local 
levels. The U.S. Constitution does not 
give the federal government the author- 
ity to declare animals endangered and 
thus off-limits to hunt or otherwise man- 
age. The growing gray wolf population 
has been a menace to farmers and ranch- 
ers in many states, and farmers are not 
allowed to protect their own property 
owing to federal regulations. Working 
to overturn such regulations is a good 
thing. 
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Votes: 31-40 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 1-40 Votes: 31-40 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 1-40 
3 Paulsen (R) 44% - 2? + + - - = + - + 51% 10 Nadler (D) 0% - - - = = - oe ef ee 13% 
4 McCollum (D) 0% - - - - - - ee ee 13% 11 Donovan (R) 30% - + + + - - = 2 ee 44% 
5 Ellison (D) >. 2? 2 2 - - 2? 2? 2 24% | 12 Maloney, C. (D) 0%. 2 ¥ 5 ee - eee = 15% 
6 Emmer (R) WO = & & Bs Soe ee AWS 13 Espaillat (D) 2 = = = «4 2 6 5 = «& 18% 
7 Peterson (D) 25% -e 2 a ae +s Soe oe fe 45% 14 Crowley (D) 0% = = PF = = = ie ee oe 9 16% 
8 Nolan (D) 20% - - - + - ees eee 21% 15 Serrano (D) 0% - - - - - - 2 2 = 15% 
MISSISSIPPI 16 Engel (D) 0% - - - - - - ee ee 18% 
1 Kelly, T. (R) 70% - + + + + + - + - + 65% | 17 Lowey (D) ies Seas i eee hn ee 8% 
2 Thompson, B. (D) (00 ee a ae ae 13% 18 Maloney, S.P. (D) 10% - - - + - - ee ee 15% 
3, Harper (R) 5% - ++ + - - - 2 2? + 53% | Co St eee ee me eae 
4 Palazzo (R) 566 2? + + + - - = + = + 53% | 20 Tonko (D) 10% - - - + - - = = = = 15% 
21 Stefanik (R) 30% - - + + - - = = = + 40% 
MISSOURI 22 Tenney (R) 50% - + + + - a eo 52% 
1 Clay (D) 0% - - - - | re i i a 
2 Wagner (R) Gs = #& 4 4 = - + + - + 58% 24 Katko (R) 30% - - + + Sy eee 49% 
3, Luetkemeyer (R) 60% - + + + + - t= +t 55% 25 Morelle (D) z 
4 Hartzler (R) 44% - + + 2 | - = + = + 51% 26 Higgins, B. (D) 0% - - - - tee ee 10% 
5 Cleaver (D) 0% - - - - = = - = = = 13% | aa coltins, 6: (R) (ne eee 
6 Graves, S. (R) HUGE eos dg = ob SM 
7 Long (R) 44% - + + 2 - - - + - + 60% | NORTH CAROLINA 
8 Smith, J. (R) 67% - + + ? + + - + - + 66% 1 Butterfield (D) 0% - - - = - ie a 
2 Holding (R) HO = db kok - - + - ? 59% 
Li aes 3, Jones (R) 50% + + 2? - - + - 2? 2? 2 82% 
AL Gianforte (R) 60% - + + + - t+ - + - + 59% 4 Price (D) i eee as B% 
NEBRASKA 5 Foxx (R) 70% - + + + + - + + - + 63% 
1 Fortenberry (R) 56% 2? + + + - - = +t = + 54% 6 Walker (R) WA = & & oe fos oe sh GM 
2 Bacon (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + 52% 7 Rouzer (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + 58% 
3, Smith, Adrian (R) 70% - + + + + Boe he KO 8 Hudson (R) 60% - + + + + - - + - + 58% 
NEVADA 9 Pittenger (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + 54% 
1 Titus (D) 0% - - = = = So es tbs er i 596 10 McHenry (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + 55% 
2 Amodei (R) Aim o a & dh a - - 4 - +. 47% | 11 Meadows (R) 60% - + + + - + = + = + 69% 
3, Rosen (D) 20% - - - + - - - + - - 13% | 12 Adams (D) 04 Eee See Zee =n ES 
4 Kihuen (D) ie eee es a ie 13 Budd (R) 70% - + + + + t+ - + - + 73% 
NEW HAMPSHIRE NORTH DAKOTA 
1 Shea-Porter (D) 0% - 2 - = = - - = = = 15% | AL Gramer (R) 5.) a i a Be be EME 
2 Kuster (D) 10% - - - + - - - - - - 15% | OHIO 
NEW JERSEY 1 Chabot (R) 70% - + + + + + - + - + 63% 
1 Norcross (D) 10% - - - + - oe Se 2 T6% 2 Wenstrup (R) 60% - + + + + - = + - + 58% 
2 LoBiondo (R) A se eo ee - 2 2 22 43% | 3 Beatty (D) 0% 2 - - - - - = = = = 16% 
3 MacArthur (R) 50% - + + + - - ot et 45% 4 Jordan (R) 90% + + + + + + + + - + 82% 
4 Smith, C. (R) NO a 6 a) gh 2 Re an a ee 35% 5 Latta (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + 58% 
5 Gottheimer (D) W% - - - + - - - = = 2? 15% | © Johnson, B. (R) 20: ep le ae NS 
6 Pallone (D) ‘i ae Ree Pe Sa ne 15% 7 Gibbs (R) 50% - + + + - - = + = + 55% 
7 Lance (R) 20% - - + + - = @ © ae of 43% 8 Davidson (R) 80% - + + + + + + + - + 73% 
8 Sires (D) Wi 2 2 = & = - = + = = 13% | 9 Kaptur (D) 0% - = = = - = = 10% 
9 Pascrell (D) 0% « so Se - - - - 2? 43% | 10 Turner (R) 50% - + + + - - - + - + 52% 
10 Payne (D) 0S ae a 11% 11 Fudge (D) 0% %-~- - ? - = - ee ee 13% 
11 Frelinghuysen (R) 40% - + + + - - - = = + 46% | 12 Balderson (R) 40% es ae ae AON 
12 WatsonColeman(D) 0% - - - - - - = = = = 20% | 13 Ryan, T () 0% - - - - - ~ = = = = 13% 
NEW MEXICO 14 Joyce (R) 44% - + + + - - = + - 2? 54% 
. ; 15 Stivers (R) 44% - + + + - - = + = ? 51% 
1 Lujan, GrishamM.(D) 0% - - ? - - 2 9? 2? 2? - 18% 6 R i (R) ee ee oe a Fema terre 57% 
2 Pearce (R) 50% - + + + - eo = db os db (HK Leeenrel ° : 
3, Lujan, B.R. (D) 0% 2 = oe - - - = = 15% | OKLAHOMA 
1 Hern (R) + 
vw YORE 2 Mullin (R) (0% 2 2 2 # = bo fh = HRM 
1 Zeldin (R) HS = de ss = = & SAK a a 
2 King, P. (R) 33% - bk + + rrr aT 43% 3 Lucas (R) eh - t+ +t + - a eo asl 
3, Suozzi (D) ie eee toe eee 4g% | + Cle ®) HW 2 be b= a 5 & 5 RS 
4 Rice, K. (D) Vi%- = fF = @ - Ss Se ws 11% 5 Russell (R) 50% - + + + - i ae 58% 
5 Meeks (D) (oo s os 2 « - - = - - 13% | OREGON 
6 Meng (D) 0% - - - = = - oe eee 15% 1 Bonamici (D) 0% - - - - = - =e = = 13% 
7 Velazquez (D) oe ee eee amen eeea enh 2 Walden (R) 50% - + + + - - - + - + 52% 
8 Jeffries (D) 0% - _ 2 a “ 2 2 “3 Ss = 13% 3 Blumenauer (D) 10% = = = = a2 = = = = = 23% 
9 Clarke, Y. (D) Tin? | 4 Defazio (D) OS eR SI 
5 Schrader (D) 0% - - - - - - 2 2 ee 15% 


The scores are derived by dividing the constitutionally correct votes (pluses) by the total number of pluses and minuses and multiplying by 100. (A “?” means a rep. did not vote yea or nay. 
Ifa rep. cast fewer than five votes in this index, a score is not assigned.) Match numbers at the top of the chart to House vote descriptions on pages 26, 28, and 30. 
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Votes: 31-40 
PENNSYLVANIA 
1 Brady, R. (D) 0% 
2 Evans (D) 0% 
3 Kelly, M. (R) 60% 
4 Perry (R) 70% 
5 Thompson, G. (R) 50% 
6 Costello (R) 22% 
7 Scanlon (D) 
8 Fitzpatrick (R) 20% 
9 Shuster (R) 38% 
10 Marino (R) 50% 
11 Barletta (R) 50% 
12 Rothfus (R) 60% 
13 Boyle (D) 10% 
14 Doyle (D) 0% 
15 Wild (D) 
16 Smucker (R) 60% 
17 Cartwright (D) 0% 
18 Lamb (D) 30% 
RHODE ISLAND 
1 Cicilline (D) 0% 
2 Langevin (D) 0% 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
1 Sanford (R) 60% 
2 Wilson, J. (R) 50% 
3, Duncan, Jeff (R) 78% 
4 Gowdy (R) 44% 
5 Norman (R) 70% 
6 Clyburn (D) 0% 
7 Rice, T. (R) 50% 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
AL Noem (R) 50% 
TENNESSEE 
1 Roe (R) 50% 
2 Duncan, John (R) 70% 
3 Fleischmann (R) 50% 
4 Desjarlais (R) 60% 
5 Cooper (D) 10% 
6 Black, D. (R) 20% 
7 Blackburn, M. (R) 
8 Kustoff (R) 50% 
9 Cohen (D) 0% 
TEXAS 
1 Gohmert (R) 89% 
2 Poe (R) 44% 
3, Johnson, S. (R) 60% 
4 Ratcliffe (R) 67% 
5 Hensarling (R) 78% 
6 Barton (R) 71% 
7 Culberson (R) 44% 
8 Brady, K. (R) 44% 
9 Green, A. (D) 0% 
10 McCaul (R) 50% 
11 Conaway (R) 60% 
12 Granger (R) 50% 
13 Thornberry (R) 50% 
14 Weber (R) 50% 
15 Gonzalez (D) 30% 
16 O'Rourke (D) 0% 
17 Flores (R) 50% 
18 Jackson Lee (D) 0% 
19 Arrington (R) 50% 
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13% 
13% 
54% 
78% 
52% 
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30% 
49% 
54% 
55% 
63% 
19% 
13% 


60% 
8% 
27% 


13% 
8% 


73% 
52% 
72% 
51% 
69% 
11% 
55% 
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58% 
83% 
52% 
63% 
18% 
58% 
67% 
52% 
15% 


78% 
68% 
62% 
62% 
62% 
66% 
54% 
53% 
15% 
52% 
55% 
53% 
52% 
63% 
33% 
20% 
52% 
18% 
58% 


Votes: 31-40 
20 Castro (D) 0% 
21 Smith, L. (R) 56% 
22 Olson (R) 50% 
23 Hurd (R) 50% 
24 Marchant (R) 60% 
25 Williams (R) 57% 
26 Burgess (R) 50% 
27 Cloud (R) 67% 
28 Cuellar (D) 40% 
29 Green, G. (D) 20% 
30 Johnson, E.B. (D) 0% 
31 Carter, J. (R) 50% 
32 Sessions (R) 50% 
33 Veasey (D) 10% 
34 Vela (D) 20% 
35 Doggett (D) 0% 
36 Babin (R) 50% 
UTAH 
1 Bishop, R. (R) 50% 
2 Stewart (R) 50% 
3 Curtis (R) 60% 
4 Love (R) 44% 
VERMONT 
AL Welch (D) 0% 
VIRGINIA 
1 Wittman (R) 50% 
2 Taylor (R) 50% 
3 Scott, R. (D) 0% 
4 McEachin (D) 0% 
5 Garrett (R) 89% 
6 Goodlatte (R) 50% 
7 Brat (R) 70% 
8 Beyer (D) 0% 
9 Griffith (R) 60% 
10 Comstock (R) 44% 
11 Connolly (D) 0% 
WASHINGTON 
1 DelBene (D) 10% 
2 Larsen, R. (D) 0% 
3, Herrera Beutler (R) 50% 
4 Newhouse (R) 50% 
5 McMorris Rodgers (R) 50% 
6 Kilmer (D) 10% 
7 Jayapal (D) 11% 
8 Reichert (R) 40% 
9 Smith, Adam (D) 0% 
10 Heck (D) 0% 
WEST VIRGINIA 
1 McKinley (R) 50% 
2 Mooney (R) 70% 
3, Jenkins, E. (R) 57% 
WISCONSIN 
1 Ryan, PB. (R) 
2 Pocan (D) 0% 
3 Kind (D) 10% 
4 Moore (D) 13% 
5 Sensenbrenner (R) 78% 
6 Grothman (R) 60% 
7 Duffy (R) 70% 
8 Gallagher (R) 60% 
WYOMING 
AL Cheney (R) 67% 
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18% 
55% 
54% 
52% 
60% 
62% 
58% 
67% 
40% 
25% 
11% 
50% 
52% 
23% 
33% 
15% 
61% 


63% 
55% 
57% 
56% 


18% 


60% 
54% 
13% 

8% 
81% 
55% 
73% 
13% 
70% 
54% 
15% 


18% 
13% 
63% 
59% 
55% 
15% 
21% 
44% 
18% 
10% 


50% 
70% 
57% 


18% 
19% 
26% 
74% 
63% 
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This 
bill (H.R. 2) would reauthorize 
and extend federal farm and nutrition 
programs through fiscal 2023, including 
crop subsidies, conservation, rural devel- 
opment and agricultural trade programs, 
and the Supplemental Nutritional Assis- 
tance Program (aka food stamps). The 
Congressional Budget Office estimates 
that direct spending on agricultural and 
nutrition programs under this bill would 
total $867 billion over 10 years. And ac- 
cording to an article in The Hill entitled 
“Once again, the farm bill is stuffed with 
food stamps” (May 14, 2018), “roughly 
80 percent of the [Farm] bill’s annual 
budget is earmarked for food stamps.” 
This bill would also reauthorize a whole 
variety of other agricultural and nutri- 
tional programs, as well as allow in- 
dustrial hemp to be grown in the United 
States, subject to strict state regulation. 
The Senate passed H.R. 2 on June 28, 
2018 by a vote of 86 to 11 (Roll Call 143). 
We have assigned pluses to the nays be- 
cause the Constitution does not authorize 
the federal government to subsidize food 
or agriculture. Moreover, food subsidies 
have done little to lift people out of pover- 
ty, and farm subsidies have caused market 
distortions as the government essentially 
picks winners and losers in the food pro- 
duction industry. 


During consideration of 
the Defense authorization bill 
(H.R. 5515), Senator Jack Reed (D- 
R.I.) moved that Senate members in the 
House-Senate conference committee 
insist that the final version of the bill 
reaffirm the commitment of the United 
States to the North Atlantic Treaty Or- 
ganization (NATO) military alliance. 
Under the North Atlantic Treaty estab- 
lishing NATO, member nations “agree 
that an armed attack against one or more 
of them ... shall be considered an attack 
against them all.” 

The Senate agreed to Reed’s motion on 
July 10, 2018 by a vote of 97 to 2 (Roll 
Call 149). We have assigned pluses to the 
nays not only because the United States 
should stay clear of entangling alliances 


Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today! 
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Junk food reauthorization bill: A report by the U.S. Department of Agriculture shows that 20 
percent of food stamp money was spent on junk food: “sweetened beverages, desserts, salty 


snacks, candy and sugar.” 


such as NATO, but also because the NATO 
provision that obligates the United States 
to go to war if any member of NATO is 
attacked undermines the provision in the 
U.S. Constitution that assigns to Congress 
the power to declare war. 


During consider- 
ation of the Interior, Environment, 
Financial Services, and General Govern- 
ment Appropriations Act for 2019 (H.R. 
6147), Senator Rand Paul (R-Ky.) intro- 
duced an amendment to cut funding in each 
of the bill’s divisions by 11.39 percent. The 
purpose (in the words of the amendment) 
is “to reduce the amounts appropriated to 
comply with the spending limits under the 
Budget Control Act of 2011.” 

The Senate rejected Paul’s amendment 
on July 25, 2018 by a vote of 25 to 74 
(Roll Call 171). We have assigned pluses 
to the yeas because the federal govern- 
ment needs to start reining in climbing 
federal spending (and deficits) somewhere 
in order to avert fiscal disaster. 


. This bill (H.R. 
6147) would provide $154.2 billion in dis- 
cretionary funding for fiscal 2019 to vari- 
ous departments and agencies, including 
$35.9 billion for the Interior Department, 
the EPA, and related agencies; $23.7 bil- 
lion for the Treasury Department; $23.2 
billion for the Agriculture Department and 
related agencies; and $71.4 billion for the 
departments of Transportation and Hous- 
ing and Urban Development (HUD) and 
related agencies. 

The Senate passed H.R. 6147 on Au- 
gust 1, 2018 by a vote of 92 to 6 (Roll 
Call 180). We have assigned pluses to 
the nays because much of the spending 
falls outside the federal government’s 
constitutionally delegated powers. The 
unconstitutional spending includes fed- 
eral social-welfare programs such as food 
and farm subsidies and housing subsidies 
(under HUD). Also, lumping multiple ap- 
propriations bills together, as opposed to 
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voting on them separately, reduces law- 
makers’ accountability. 


3 Planned Parenthood. During 
consideration of the appropriations 
bill for Health and Human Services and 
other federal departments including De- 
fense (H.R. 6157), Senator Rand Paul (R- 
Ky.), introduced an amendment to prohibit 
federal funding of Planned Parenthood. 
The Senate rejected Senator Paul’s 
amendment on August 23, 2018 by a vote 
of 45 to 48 (Roll Call 191). We have as- 
signed pluses to the yeas because Planned 
Parenthood is the nation’s largest abortion 
provider, and government should not sub- 
sidize the killing of innocent human life. 
Moreover, under the Constitution, the fed- 
eral government should not be subsidizing 
any private entity in the marketplace. 


3 Opioid Abuse Prevention and 

Health Programs. This bill (H.R. 
6) would modify Medicare and Medicaid 
in relation to opioid abuse. It would autho- 
rize $500 million annually, for fiscal 2019 
through fiscal 2021, for opioid-response 
grants to states and tribes. It would autho- 
rize $10 million annually, for fiscal 2019 
through fiscal 2023, for the establishment 
and operation of opioid recovery centers. 
It would also authorize the creation of an 
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Office of National Drug Control Policy 
and require a study on Medicaid drug re- 
view and utilization requirements. A Senate 
amendment to the bill would remove pro- 
visions allowing Medicaid reimbursements 
for residential substance-abuse facilities. 

The Senate passed H.R. 6 on September 
17, 2018 by a vote of 99 to 1 (Roll Call 210). 
We have assigned pluses to the nay because 
Medicare and Medicaid are both unconsti- 
tutional programs. The U.S. Constitution 
gives no authority to the federal government 
to pay people’s medical expenses, no matter 
how poor or disabled they are. Such assis- 
tance should be handled by states, charity, or 
the free market. Any expansion of Medicare 
or Medicaid, which is what this bill autho- 
rizes, should be voted against. 


3 Appropriations for Defense, 

Labor-HHS-Education, and 
Continuing Appropriations. This bill 
(H.R. 6157) would provide $855.1 billion 
in discretionary funding for fiscal 2019, 
including $674.4 billion for the Defense 
Department (including $67.9 billion in 
overseas contingency operations, i.e., Iraq, 
Afghanistan, etc.), $90.3 billion for the 
Health and Human Services Department, 
$71.4 billion for the Education Depart- 
ment, $12.1 billion for the Labor Depart- 
ment, and continuing appropriations for 


all of the remaining federal government 
departments not explicitly funded by this 
bill until December 7, 2018. 

The Senate adopted the final version of 
the bill (the conference report) on Septem- 
ber 18, 2018 by a vote of 93 to 7 (Roll Call 
212). We have assigned pluses to the nays 
because social-welfare spending falls out- 
side the enumerated powers of the federal 
government, and lumping multiple appro- 
priations bills into one mega-bill reduces 
lawmakers’ accountability to their con- 
stituents. Moreover, even though defense 
spending is constitutional, the “defense” 
budget is bloated with funding for over- 
seas military operations that have not con- 
tributed to the defense of our own country. 


3 8 FAA Reauthorization and 
Supplemental Disaster Ap- 
propriations. This bill (H.R. 302) would 
reauthorize the Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration though fiscal year 2023, with an- 
nual authorizations for federal aviation 
programs increasing from $10.2 billion in 
fiscal 2018 to $11.6 billion in fiscal 2023. 
It also eases restrictions on FAA regulation 
of drones, authorizes the federal Transpor- 
tation Security Administration (TSA), and 
includes $1.7 billion for Hurricane Flor- 
ence disaster relief. 
The Senate passed the bill on October 3, 
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2018 by a vote of 93 to 6 (Roll Call 220). 
We have assigned pluses to the nays be- 
cause of the bill’s unconstitutional federal 
overreach in both aviation and disaster re- 
lief. One example of this overreach is the 
TSA, which is known for groping and vio- 
lating air travelers in the name of provid- 
ing security. Instead of relying on an inef- 
ficient federal bureaucracy, security should 
be provided by the airlines, which have a 
vested interest in keeping their customers 
safe. Another area the feds should stay out 
of is the regulation of private-sector drones, 
which instead should be managed by local 
ordinances or (at most) state laws. And the 
market, not the feds, should determine such 
issues as the dimensions of seats on pas- 
senger airliners. Regarding disaster relief, 
this should be handled by private charitable 
efforts, not the federal government. 


This measure (Senate Joint 
Resolution 63) would nullify and disap- 
prove of the rule from the Departments of 
Treasury, Labor, and Health and Human 
Services that would expand the dura- 
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tion of short-term health-insurance plans. 
Short-term health-insurance plans, which 
are not required to follow federal health- 
insurance regulations — such as guaran- 
teed issue, guaranteed renewability, and 
coverage of essential benefits — are very 
affordable and can be purchased at any 
time (i.e., not subject to enrollment peri- 
ods). “Short-term” originally meant up to 
one year, but was reduced to three months 
under the Obama administration to increase 
enrollment in ObamaCare. The Trump ad- 
ministration sought to restore the original 
definition of “short-term” to up to one year. 
S.J. Res. 63, sponsored by left-wing Sena- 
tor Tammy Baldwin (D-Wis.), seeks to stop 
this Trump administration “deregulation.” 
The Senate rejected S. J. Res. 63 on Oc- 
tober 10, 2018 by a vote of 50 to 50 (Roll 
Call 226). We have assigned pluses to the 
nays because easing federal regulations 
is always a good thing, especially in this 
case since the federal government has no 
constitutional authority to regulate health 
insurance in the first place. If people want 
to purchase “short-term” insurance that has 
less coverage, but is much more affordable, 


they should be allowed to do so. The fed- 
eral government should stay out of health- 
care, period. 


: This resolution (Senate 
Joint Res. 54) would “direct the re- 
moval of United States Armed Forces from 
hostilities in the Republic of Yemen that 
have not been authorized by Congress.” 
Senator Bernie Sanders (I-Vt.) made 
a motion on November 28, 2018 to dis- 
charge the Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee from further consideration of Senate 
Joint Res. 54, so that it could be voted on 
by the full Senate. In his effort to advance 
the bill, Sanders was supported not only by 
all Democrat senators who voted but also 
by constitutional-minded Republicans. 
Sanders’ motion was agreed to by a vote of 
63 to 37 (Roll Call 250). We have assigned 
pluses to the yeas because only Congress is 
vested with the power to declare war. A for- 
eign military intervention is an act of war, 
and Congress has not authorized any inter- 
vention or war in Yemen. Nor should Con- 
gress do so, since the civil war in Yemen 
does not threaten the United States. 
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In Memory of a Dear Friend 


Twelve-year-old Kaleb Klakulak honored 
his best friend, K.J. Gross, in a way no 
child should ever have to consider, in this 
story out of Warren, Michigan. 

Gross and Klakulak became fast friends 
when Klakulak’s parents divorced and he 
moved to Warren. Like Gross, he was shy 
and struggled to make friends at his new 
school, but the two boys found comfort in 
each other and discovered that they had a 
lot in common. 

Kaleb’s mom, Kristy Hall, recalls, “I 
think they liked each other because they 
‘got’ each other,” she said. “They were 
both able to just be themselves and be 
together without having to impress the 
other one.” 

Sadly, Gross died in May after a long 
battle with leukemia, and Klakulak was 
devasted. Beyond mourning the loss of 
his best friend, Klakulak was saddened to 
learn that Gross’ family could not afford a 
gravestone for Gross’ grave. He decided 
he wanted to help. 

Hall told CNN, “He slowly started say- 
ing things like, ‘Mom, how much does a 
headstone cost?’” 

Klakulak began taking odd jobs and 
collecting soda bottles to save money. 
With the help of his mom and her friends, 
Klakulak saved a lot of bottles and ex- 
changed them for recycling deposits. He 
also set up a PayPal account in December 
and asked for donations for the grave- 
stone, setting a goal of $2,500. 

Donations poured in, and Klakulak 
quickly raised the money needed for the 
gravestone. Gross’ mother, LaSondra Sin- 
gleton, was moved to tears when Klakulak 
and his mother gave her the money for the 
headstone. 

“I cried because it was unexpected. 
I cried because I’m trying to figure out 
things from day to day,” Singleton told 
CNN. “I can see his final resting place. I 
have a place I can go and be with him.” 

She told CNN it speaks to “how genu- 
ine and how beautiful K.J.’s heart was” 
because he attracted people such as Kaleb. 

“Tt’s a bittersweet thing because it’s fi- 
nalizing everything for me,” she said. “I’ve 
wanted to get his headstone, but at the same 
time it’s making everything final for me.” 
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The Kindness of Strangers 


An unidentified stranger at Chandler Eyec- 
are in Chandler, Arizona, was more than 
happy to help a veteran in need when he or 
she learned that the veteran could not afford 
a new pair of glasses, 3T V/CBS 5 reported. 

Jacob Sweeney, a veteran of the Ma- 
rines and the Army National Guard, spent 
18 years serving the country before a car 
accident forced him to end his military 
career early. Sweeney visited Chandler 
Eyecare on November 28 to get a new pair 
of glasses but learned that even with the 
store’s veteran discount, the $280 price tag 
was simply out of his reach. 

He told the clerk that he did not 
have the funds to pay for the glasses 
and hoped to return another time when 
he had the money, but unbeknownst to 
him, he wouldn’t have to. He went home 
with those glasses, thanks to the good- 
ness of a complete stranger. “Someone 
had heard our conversation, paid for 
my glasses, out of the kindness of their 
heart,” Sweeney said. 

Sweeney was touched by the stranger’s 
good deed. “I would like to say thank you 
to them, if they’re watching this, thank 
you very much,” Sweeney said during his 
television interview. 


Here, Take My Seat 


On December 6, Kelsey Rae Zwick was 
flying from Orlando to Philadelphia with 
her 11-month-old daughter, Lucy, to visit 
the Children’s Hospital of Philadelphia 
(CHOP) for treatment of Lucy’s chronic 
lung disease when a stranger performed a 
simple act of kindness that brought Zwick 
to tears. Zwick was so moved by the good 
deed that she took to Facebook in the 
hopes of finding the passenger and offer- 
ing a proper note of gratitude. 

“IT was pushing a stroller, had a diaper 
bag on my arm and also lugging an oxygen 
machine for my daughter,” wrote Zwick in 
an open Facebook letter to the passenger. 
“We had smiles on our faces as we were 
headed to see her ‘friends’ at CHOP.” 

As Zwick and her daughter settled into 
their seats, a flight attendant approached 
them to inform them that a man in first 
class had offered to switch seats with her. 


THE GOODNESS OF AMERICA 


“Not able to hold back tears, I cried my 
way up the aisle while my daughter Lucy 
laughed!” wrote Zwick. “She felt it in her 
bones too... real, pure, goodness. I smiled 
and thanked you as we switched but didn’t 
get to thank you properly.” 

“Sooo... thank you. Not just for the seat 
itself but for noticing. For seeing us and 
realizing that maybe things are not always 
easy. For deciding you wanted to show a 
random act of kindness to US. It reminded 
me how much good there is in this world. 
I can’t wait to tell Lucy someday. In the 
meantime... we will pay it forward.” 

The post was shared hundreds of thou- 
sands of times, ultimately enabling Ameri- 
can Airlines to track down the passenger 
who gave up his seat: Jason Kunselman, 
a frequent flier who admits that he was 
brought to tears when he saw Zwick and 
her young daughter board the plane with 
medical equipment. 

Lucy is a twin born 11 weeks early 
who suffers from complications resulting 
from her premature birth, requiring her to 
receive lung treatment at the Children’s 
Hospital in Philadelphia. 

“T expected to see her in the front since 
she had the oxygen machine with her but 
when I boarded she was in the back,” 
Kunselman told the U.K. Daily Mail. “So 
I asked the flight attendant if she thought 
the young lady with the baby would be 
more comfortable in my seat.” 

For Kunselman, the gesture was a sim- 
ple act of kindness, one that he did not ex- 
pect to bring him the attention that it has. 
It wasn’t until his wife spotted Zwick’s 
post that he even gave it much thought, 
he admitted. 

American Airlines issued its own re- 
sponse to the story: “We truly appreci- 
ate the kindness of the gentleman in 2D. 
We were able to connect the two of them 
together, and our team is reaching out 
to him as well to extend our thanks for 
the kind gesture. In the words of Kelsey, 
we also want to pay it forward with our 
thanks and appreciation,” a spokesperson 
said. 

Meanwhile, Zwick says that Kun- 
selman’s good deed reminded her how 
“blessed” she was. 

— RAVEN CLABOUGH 
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The Ugly History of 
Special Prosecutors 


Constitutionally, special prosecutors must be under the 
direction of the president. Not only has Trump been 
stripped of this power, but such prosecutors are notoriously 


ineffective and biased. 


by Steve Byas 


&6 hile the separation of powers 
may prevent us from right- 
ing every wrong, it does so in 


order to ensure that we do not lose liberty,” 
said the late Supreme Court Justice Antonin 
Scalia in his lone dissent in the case Mor- 
rison v. Olson, arguing against the constitu- 
tionality of the 1978 Independent Counsel 
statute, which had been enacted in the after- 
math of the Watergate scandal. 

In 1999, then-Attorney General Janet 
Reno specifically cited Scalia’s dissent 
in support of the decision of Congress to 
allow the law to expire. She said, “I have 
come to believe — after much reflection 
and with great reluctance — that [it] is 
structurally flawed and that those flaws 
cannot be corrected within our consti- 
tutional framework.” In her opinion, 
which she credited to Scalia’s dissent, 
the law violated the principle of separa- 
tion of powers found in the Constitution 
in that independent counsels were unac- 
countable and were exercising powers 
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that are plainly within the province of 
the executive. 

Despite the law’s demise, Reno’s Jus- 
tice Department nevertheless developed 
procedural regulations to govern the ap- 
pointment of special counsels, and these 
regulations remain in the Code of Federal 
Regulations. The regulations restrict the 
power of the president to either name or 
fire the special counsel, leaving that au- 
thority in the hands of the attorney gen- 
eral, who must cite a “good cause” to ter- 
minate the appointment. 

Under this arrangement, many of the 
same constitutional problems of infring- 
ing upon the authority of the president re- 
main, and multiple other problems create 
an unhealthy situation in our constitutional 
republic. 


The History of 

USS. Special Prosecutors 

The first presidential administration to use 
a “special prosecutor” was that of Presi- 
dent Ulysses S. Grant in 1875, when it was 
used to investigate a whiskey ring scan- 


Prosecution’s process: |n the Watergate 
affair, special prosecutor Archibald Cox 
demanded access to the secret recordings 
made by President Richard Nixon in the Oval 
Office, leading to Cox’s firing on October 20, 
1973, which the media quickly dubbed “the 
Saturday Night Massacre.” 


dal. Presidential frustration with a special 
prosecutor is not new with President Don- 
ald Trump, because Grant eventually fired 
Special Prosecutor John Henderson when 
Henderson began investigating Grant’s 
personal secretary. Other presidents ap- 
pointed special prosecutors when it ap- 
peared the president might have a conflict 
of interest. Presidents James Garfield and 
Theodore Roosevelt were the next to name 
special prosecutors. 

Congress mandated, via a joint resolu- 
tion, that President Calvin Coolidge name 
a special counsel to investigate the Teapot 
Dome scandal, which had originated dur- 
ing the tenure of his predecessor, Warren 
Harding. (Although there is no indication 
that Harding was involved in any wrong- 
doing, his secretary of the interior, Albert 
Fall, eventually went to prison for taking 
bribes in exchange for leasing federal 
lands to two oil tycoons.) No other federal 
special prosecutor has been named under 
a similar congressional mandate, which is 
of dubious constitutionality. 

A scandal involving the Internal Rev- 
enue Service during the administration of 
Harry Truman led to the naming of another 
special prosecutor (known as a “special as- 
sistant” to the attorney general). The pros- 
ecutor was eventually fired, and the inves- 
tigation was turned over to normal Justice 
Department officials. 

It was the Watergate scandal involving 
President Richard Nixon that elevated the 
power and public notoriety of the special 
prosecutor position. Attorney General El- 
liott Richardson tapped Archibald Cox as 
“special prosecutor” to look into possible 
Nixon administration involvement in the 
Watergate affair, but Cox was eventually 
fired when he obtained a subpoena for the 
secret recordings that Nixon had made 
within the Oval Office. Since both Rich- 
ardson and the deputy attorney general had 
promised Congress not to fire the special 
prosecutor, it was left to Solicitor General 
Robert Bork to terminate Cox, in what 
was dubbed the “Saturday Night Massa- 
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cre.” Nixon then named Leon Jaworski as 
special prosecutor, who simply continued 
Cox’s pursuit of the tapes — eventually 
obtaining them after the Supreme Court 
sided with Jaworski after Nixon initially 
refused to surrender the tapes. 
Apparently in response to Watergate, 
Congress crafted the Independent Coun- 
sel Act in 1978, which created a rule for 
the naming of a special prosecutor, which 
would now be titled an “independent coun- 
sel.” Previously, the decision to name a spe- 
cial prosecutor had been in the hands of the 
attorney general — now it would be up to 
a three-judge panel of circuit court judges. 
Since the expiration of the statute, these fig- 
ures have been dubbed “special counsels.” 


Scalia’s Lone Dissent 

in Morrison y. Olson 

Some at the time did raise questions as to 
the constitutionality of the statute, and in 
1988, acase on this question finally reached 
the Supreme Court. When President Ronald 
Reagan ordered the administrator of the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency to withhold 
certain documents, arguing they contained 
“enforcement sensitive information,” the 
House Judiciary Committee asked the at- 
torney general to investigate Assistant At- 
torney General Theodore Olson and two 
others. When Independent Counsel Alexia 
Morrison obtained subpoenas, Olson sued 
Morrison, arguing that the statute violated 
the Constitution by taking executive pow- 
ers away from the president, essentially 
creating a “fourth branch” of government, 
not answerable to anyone. 

Unfortunately, in Morrison yv. Olson, 
the Supreme Court held, in an 8-1 deci- 
sion, that the statute did not violate the 
Constitution because the special counsel 
was technically a member of the executive 
branch. This precipitated Scalia’s dissent, 
in which he argued the law was unconsti- 
tutional because criminal prosecution is 
an exercise of “purely executive power,” 
and the law deprived the president of “ex- 
clusive control” of that power. 

“I fear the Court has permanently en- 
cumbered the Republic with an institution 
that will do it great harm,” Scalia wrote 
in his dissent. He later told New York 
magazine, “To take away the power to 
prosecute from the president and give it 
to somebody who’s not under his control 
is a terrible erosion of presidential power.” 
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Noting what had occurred since the stat- 
ute went into effect in 1978, Scalia’s dissent 
said, “In the 10 years since the institution of 
the independent counsel was established by 
law, there have been nine highly publicized 
investigations, a source of constant political 
damage to two administrations.” In addi- 
tion, he noted that justice had taken a back 
seat to political considerations. “The mini- 
Executive that is the independent counsel 
... 1s intentionally cut off from the unifying 
influence of the Justice Department, and 
from the perspective that multiple respon- 
sibilities provide.” 

Scalia’s concerns have proven to be 
prophetic, as well, as the office of special 
counsel, by whatever name, has been used 
repeatedly as a political weapon against 
presidents of both parties, largely because, 
once appointed, the special counsel invari- 
ably continues his investigation until he 
finds someone to prosecute and can there- 
fore claim a scalp. Instead of investigat- 
ing whatever allegations have been made, 
special counsels tend to target individuals. 


Finding a “Crime” 

This is Stalinist. As Lavrentiy Beria, the 

ruthless head of Joseph Stalin’s NK VD 

(later the KGB), bluntly put it, “Show me 

the man and Ill find you the crime.” 
Thus, we have had special counsels, 

such as Ken Starr, charged with investi- 
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gating President Bill Clinton’s alleged in- 
volvement in the Whitewater land scandal 
in Arkansas, who wound up investigating 
Clinton’s involvement with White House 
intern Monica Lewinsky and trapping him 
ina lie under oath. While Clinton’s sexual 
affairs were certainly beneath the dignity 
of the office, it was not the crime that Starr 
was originally tasked with investigating. 
Also, there were other, far more serious 
crimes, such as Clinton’s allegedly taking 
bribes from the Communist Chinese, that 
should have been investigated. As it was, 
Starr spent four years and $40 million to 
finally produce the infamous blue dress. 

Lawrence Walsh, named special coun- 
sel to investigate the Iran-Contra affair, 
brought forth a transparently political 
indictment of former Defense Secretary 
Caspar Weinberger only four days before 
the 1992 presidential election. 

During President George W. Bush’s 
administration, Special Counsel Patrick 
Fitzgerald was given the task of investi- 
gating who had released the name of co- 
vert CIA agent Valerie Plame to journalist 
Robert Novak. Fitzgerald continued his 
“investigation,” despite learning almost 
immediately that it was State Department 
officer Richard Armitage who had told 
Novak about Plame’s CIA status. No one 
was ever charged with uncovering her sta- 
tus, but Fitzgerald did obtain a conviction 


On target: The late Associate Justice Antonin Scalia was the lone dissenter when the U.S. 
Supreme Court upheld the Independent Counsel Law, which codified the office of independent 
counsel. Scalia rightly argued that special counsels, by whatever name, unconstitutionally 
deprived the president of power and were a danger to the country. His warnings about special 


counsels have proven to be prophetic. 
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Scalia’s dissent said, “In the 10 years since the institution of the 
independent counsel was established by law, there have been nine 


highly publicized investigations, a source of constant political damage 


to two administrations.” 


against Lewis “Scooter” Libby, top aide 
to then-Vice President Dick Cheney, for 
lying to investigators. 

This is the “process crime” that prosecu- 
tors — not just “special prosecutors” — use 
when they want to “get” someone in their in- 
vestigation. It is the same “crime” that Spe- 
cial Counsel Robert Mueller used against 
General Michael Flynn during his intermi- 
nable “Russia collusion” investigation. 

Some might object that Mueller has 
turned over unrelated alleged criminal in- 
vestigations to regular federal attorneys — 
such as someone allegedly lying in obtain- 
ing a loan — rather than using his special 
counsel status to pursue such charges. This 
is a distinction without a difference, and 
seems very close to the attitude expressed 
by Stalin’s man Beria. 

A partisan Democrat who well under- 
stands this is retired Harvard Law profes- 
sor Alan Dershowitz, who does not agree 
with most of the policies of President 
Trump, but has been a longtime critic of 
the use of “special counsels” generally, 
and the recent Mueller investigation of 
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the Trump administration specifically. 
Dershowitz argued this past summer on 
Fox & Friends, “All of this could have 
been done through the Justice Depart- 
ment, regular lawyers. You don’t need to 
bring in a multi-million-dollar group of 
people with a target on the back of specif- 
ic individuals. That’s not the way justice 
should operate.” 

For months Dershowitz has argued that 
Special Counsel Mueller has attempted to 
turn actions by the Trump White House 
that are clearly constitutional into crimi- 
nal actions. “The president is entitled to 
fire the head of the FBI. The president is 
entitled to direct his attorney general who 
to investigate, who not to. I don’t see that 
the prosecutor should have a right to turn a 
constitutionally protected act of the presi- 
dent into a crime by speculating on what 
his motive might have been.” 


Why Special Counsels 

Are Unconstitutional 

Even beyond that, the question is whether 
there should even be a special counsel ap- 


’ 


Finding, or causing, crime? The so-called Russian collusion case involving the Trump administration 
is the latest example of the dangers of special counsels. Robert Mueller, like his predecessors, is 
conducting an interminable investigation, trampling the rights of those being investigated. 
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pointed by anyone other than the president 
of the United States. 

Article II, Section 2 of the U.S. Consti- 
tution clearly states that the president shall 
have the power to appoint “other officers 
of the United States, whose appointments 
are not herein [in the Constitution] pro- 
vided for, and which shall be established 
by law.” In other words, the selection of 
a special counsel was not properly made 
by the Assistant Attorney General Rod 
Rosenstein, nor even by the attorney gen- 
eral at the time, Jeff Sessions. Any such 
appointment was actually within the con- 
stitutional jurisdiction of the president of 
the United States — Donald Trump. 

Oversight of the executive branch is 
properly in the hands of the legislative 
branch, rather than in the hands of a spe- 
cial counsel who’s not appointed by the 
president and is a law unto himself. The 
proper remedy for presidential misconduct 
is an inquiry by the Congress, with mem- 
bers elected from districts across America. 
They can hold hearings, issue subpoenas, 
and demand testimony under oath. If they 
feel it is warranted, they can use the im- 
peachment process to deal with executive 
branch officers, including the president, as 
the Constitution provides. 

If the public decides that members of 
Congress have overstepped their bounds, 
then the voters can punish them at the bal- 
lot box. But in the case of independent 
special counsels, with huge budgets at 
their command, prosecutorial overreach 
and political posturing is far too tempting. 

The wise words that the late Antonin 
Scalia wrote in his dissent in Morrison v. 
Olson are amazingly prescient: “That is 
what this suit is about. Power. The alloca- 
tion of power among Congress, the Presi- 
dent, and the courts in such fashion as to 
preserve the equilibrium the Constitution 
sought to establish — so that [quoting 
James Madison] ‘a gradual concentration 
of the several powers in the same depart- 
ment’ can be effectively resisted.” 

Scalia concluded, “Frequently, an issue 
of this sort will come before the Court clad, 
so to speak, in sheep’s clothing: the poten- 
tial of the asserted principle to effect im- 
portant change in the equilibrium of power 
is not immediately evident, and must be 
discerned by a careful and perceptive anal- 
ysis. But this wolf comes as a wolf.” 

It is time to kill this wolf. 
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“.. the right of the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed.” 
mm a EEE 


Gun Exhibitionism 


If you spend any time in the world of so- 
cial media, you’ve probably encountered 
women who post provocative pictures of 
themselves and their guns. Female colum- 
nist Nicole Russell recently wrote about 
this phenomenon for the Washington Ex- 
aminer on December 17 ina piece entitled 
“Stop sexualizing guns, it’s gross.” 

Russell acknowledged an alarming 
number of posts she has witnessed on 
social media of young women posting 
lurid images of themselves with fire- 
arms. “However, there’s an odd, growing 
trend among conservatives, particularly 
women, of posting photos of themselves 
with their guns (usually an AR-15 or the 
like) and with a revealing outfit in a sexy, 
flirtatious pose. This is absurd and needs 
to stop.... Look, in a way I get it: You’re 
in your 20s, and you still look hot. If you 
pose with a semi-automatic and you show 
off a great set of legs, there’s something 
titillating about the juxtaposition of the 
feminine and the traditionally masculine 
in one photo.... Making guns appear like 
they have a sexual appeal is not only a 
poor interpretation of the Second Amend- 
ment, but it is just stupid. The people who 
have guns should treat them with the 
same amount of respect and care as our 
forefathers, who made sure we had the 
right to keep and bear them. Go ahead 
and take your gun to the range and prac- 
tice, go ahead and keep a gun at home 
for self-defense. But please, stop posting 
pictures of your half-naked self with a 
gun like you’re trying to make guns titil- 
lating again.” 


Nephew to the Rescue 


Fox News reported on December 16 
about a California jeweler in South Pasa- 
dena who is grateful he engaged in nepo- 
tism by hiring his nephew, because his 
nephew protected him during a recent at- 
tempted robbery. 

The incident unfolded when two men 
entered the jewelry store and acted as if 
they were interested in looking at items. 
As the owner was showing the two sus- 
pects jewelry in the display case, one of 
the men pulled a knife on the storeowner, 
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Jean Boujekian, and threatened his life. 
Fortunately for Boujekian, his nephew 
had witnessed the episode and pulled out 
a loaded handgun that he had stashed be- 
hind the counter. As soon as the suspects 
saw the firearm, they turned tail and ran 
from the store. 

Boujekian told the ABC affiliate, “I 
didn’t feel comfortable so I came out 
from the back to the floor and my nephew 
was in the background and one of them 
pulled out a knife.... Probably the scariest 
thing — everything slowed down and your 
adrenaline is pumping. Everything slowed 
down. It felt like an eternity, but when 
you look at the video you see it happened 
very fast.” Police are still investigating 
the incident, but the owner has advice for 
any would-be criminal looking to target 
his business: “Don’t come to South Pasa- 
dena. It’s not a good place, especially right 
across [from] the police station. The po- 
lice were here within 30 seconds. It’s not 
a good idea.” 


Bring a Gun to a Gunfight 


WTHR.com reported out of Lawrence, 
Indiana, about a December 13 armed rob- 
bery that was foiled when the victim ended 
up being as well-armed as the suspect. 

The attempted crime began when a man 
was sitting in his car and an unnamed sus- 
pect forced his way into the vehicle. The 
armed robber demanded the driver’s cash. 

The driver initially told the robber he 
didn’t have any money and then started 
moving the car forward. The robber de- 
manded that the driver stop and a fight 
ensued. The danger escalated when the 
vehicle crashed into a nearby fence. The 
crash momentarily distracted the robber, 
allowing the driver time to pull out his 
own loaded handgun. 

At this point, the would-be victim and 
the robber engaged in a shootout, with 
both shooting each other. Lawrence po- 
lice officers responded to reports of shots 
fired in the area and took the suspect into 
custody. 

Both men are being treated for their 
injuries, but are expected to make a full 
recovery. The suspect is expected to be 
charged for his actions. 


EXERCISING THE RIGHT 


Christmas Eve Shootout 


Fox10 reported out of Phoenix on De- 
cember 24 about an armed robbery at a 
7-Eleven that ended badly for the robber. 
The incident occurred around 2 a.m., when 
two men ran into the convenience store 
and demanded cash from the store clerk. 

One of the two men was armed, but so 
was the clerk. The clerk pulled out his 
firearm and opened fire on the suspects. 
The two criminal suspects turned and 
ran from the store, but one of them was 
badly injured from his gunshot wounds 
and did not make it far. The wounded 
suspect was taken to a nearby medical 
facility, where he was being treated for 
non-life-threatening injuries. Authorities 
are still looking for the other suspect, 
who fled the scene, and believe that he 
is a juvenile. Police also said that these 
two suspects were involved in two other 
armed robberies that occurred earlier that 
same day. In the first of those robberies, 
one of the suspects hit a store clerk in 
the head with his handgun and seriously 
injured the clerk. 


Churchbound 


In Detroit, three women were headed to 
their weekly Sunday church service when 
a man approached them and physically 
overpowered them, forcing them back into 
their house. 

The women ranged in age from late 
twenties to mid-seventies. Fortunately 
for them, and unfortunately for the crimi- 
nal suspect, one of the ladies retrieved 
her handgun and fired at the man, hitting 
him in the chest. Detroit police say that 
the woman who fired the handgun won’t 
be facing charges and that her actions 
amounted to self-defense. 

Neighbor Lashundra Craig praised the 
woman’s actions and said that citizens 
standing up for themselves to criminals is 
inevitable when criminals’ actions are so 
brazen. “Something else happened again, 
it’s pretty normal over here my house was 
broke into less than a month ago.... I try 
to keep them away from my own home as 
much as possible but that’s what we have 
to do,” Craig told Fox2Detroit. 

— PATRICK KREY 
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Carbon Tax Flapdoodle 


ITEM: “There is little doubt among sci- 
entists and economists ... that putting a 
price on carbon is essential in the effort 
to reduced fossil fuel dependence,” as- 
serted the New York Times for December 
7, 2018. “The question is how to design a 
carbon tax, and how to cushion the blow 
for the most vulnerable.” 

ITEM: In the midst of violent protests in 
France sparked by increased fuel taxes 
(before the latest UN conference on cli- 
mate change in Poland), the Washington 
Post for December 7 blasted what it called 
the “stubborn” “reliance on cheap, indig- 
enous, plentiful coal,” saying this shows 
“how hard transforming national energy 
policies can be, even in relatively rich, so- 
cially conscious Europe, where state-sup- 
ported industries and already high taxes 
make new choices politically costly.” 
ITEM: Canada is also attacking “carbon’ 
in the name of the environment. Accord- 
ing to the Canadian Press news agency 
(October 23), Saskatchewan, Manitoba, 
Ontario, and New Brunswick had not com- 
plied with federal demands “and will have 
a federal carbon levy on fuels as well as 
a cap-and-trade style of system for large 
industrial emitters imposed on them.” 
Item: “More than 1,000 climate activ- 
ists with the youth-led Sunrise Movement 
stormed the U.S. Capitol in Washington 
and participated in sit-ins at Democratic 
leaders’ offices” in early December, re- 
ported environmental news site EcoWatch 
on December 10. They demanded that the 
leaders “support [New York] Rep-elect 
Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez s proposal of a 
‘select committee’ for a Green New Deal,” 
which is gaining adherents. 

A press release from Sunrise warned: 
“Tf the Democrats want the youth vote in 
2020, they need to get to work on a Green 
New Deal in 2019.” The projected House 
committee “will basically develop a plan 
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and to 
transition the United States to 100 percent 
renewable energy sources within 10 years.” 
CORRECTION: The green reformers out to 
remake the world are willing and eager to 
let their consciences be our guides. 

Because eco-activists have embraced 


, 
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Against energy? UN COP24 President Michat Kurtykas is shown at the UN’s 2018 climate 
conference in Poland. The attendees aimed to implement the Paris Agreement, which calls for 
strict controls on societies and individuals. They fell short, but will try again next year. 


alarmist projections as their new secular 
creed, they insist that we all also accede 
witlessly, albeit with our pockets open to 
fuel their schemes. Their campaign in- 
cludes direct taxation (and indirect levies 
when necessary to disguise the efforts) 
directed at the colorless, odorless gas pro- 
duced by burning carbon and organic com- 
pounds and by our very own respiration. 
This dread substance, aka carbon dioxide, 
is naturally present in air and is absorbed 
by plants in photosynthesis. 

Since most blunt carbon tax contriv- 
ances have proved unpopular with the 
sheep to be shorn (i.e., taxpayers), cam- 
ouflage is needed to mask what is next. 
“Rebates” or “refunding” of taxes, at least 
some of them (less government-carrying 
fees) are promised to credulous contribu- 
tors. We are supposed to trust that the gov- 
ernment — be it in Washington, Ottawa, 
Paris, or wherever — will never otherwise 
tap into that pot of cash. 

Ontario Premier Doug Ford, it seems, 
is not a devotee. He calls the federal plan 
a “massive tax hike.” In Ford’s words: 
“The people of Canada are too smart to 
believe that Trudeau’s phony rebates are 
anything more than a temporary vote-buy- 
ing scheme that will be discarded once the 
election is over,” he said. “In contrast, the 
carbon tax rip-off is forever.” Opposition 


leader Andrew Scheer, of the Conserva- 
tive Party of Canada, has also decried the 
coming carbon tax, referring to it as a cash 
grab by elites who care little about its im- 
pact on ordinary Canadians. 

Some pseudo-conservatives (includ- 
ing establishment figures from past GOP 
administrations) and some energy compa- 
nies have been boosting similar moves as 
a “market-driven” carbon tax solution. Re- 
bate promoters pretend that these monies 
won't be diverted. They also ignore that 
businesses taxed will invest less and hire 
fewer workers, thus hurting the economy. 

One such “conservative” plan, a scheme 
of the Climate Leadership Council (whose 
leaders include former GOP Secretaries of 
State James Baker and George Shultz), fore- 
sees a carbon tax raising about $300 billion 
of federal revenues annually. A skeptical 
Barron’s piece noted that, from the “con- 
sumer’s point of view, it would raise the 
price of gasoline by about 36 cents a gal- 
lon.” The “offset”: “Every American with a 
valid Social Security number would receive 
arebate of about $500 a year. But what is the 
point of inventing a new tax if you have to 
use the revenue to buy off the opponents?” 

Well, perhaps because it is a scam. 

On the other hand, supporters of the bal- 
lyhooed Green New Deal are not satisfied 
with carbon taxes and more regulations. 
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Their proposal (which was posted on Al- 
exandria Ocasio-Cortez’s campaign site) 
says more is needed. The radicals offer 
“this (non-exhaustive) list” with many 
projects that need to be “completed fast.” 
These include “upgrading virtually every 
home and building for energy efficiency, 
building a 100% greenhouse gas neutral 
power generation system, decarbonizing 
industry and agriculture and more. These 
projects will all require investment.” 

And — as you have guessed it, dear tax- 
payer — you are the intended “investor.” 

In France, elitists have been gaming the 
little people for a while. Before the recent 
revolts, motorists were told that switching 
to diesel was necessary for global purposes. 
In Canada, the first carbon bites are sup- 
posed to be small, with perhaps 70 percent 
getting back more in dividends than they 
pay in new taxes. 

Meanwhile, in the United 
States in 2017, we recorded the 
third consecutive year with the 
largest decline of CO, emissions 
in the world (the ninth time in 
this century). That occurred even 
as we were being looked down 
upon by European green snobs in 
general and French ones in par- 
ticular — especially after Presi- 
dent Trump’s withdrawal from 
the Paris climate agreement. 

Richard Rahn, chairman of 
the Institute for Global Econom- 
ic Growth, has observed that the 
French “elite have been leaders 
in the environmental movement, 
lecturing the Trump administra- 
tion and others about how won- 
derful they are for imposing $7- 
plus per-gallon gasoline tax on 
their citizens, even though such 
a gesture has no measurable ef- 
fect on global warming.” Mean- 
while, said the economist, “the 
Indians and Chinese continue to 
build coal-fired power plants at 
a furious pace.” 

Kay Coles James, president 
of the Heritage Foundation, has 
summarized some of the costs to 
the French people, writing: “Die- 
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sel prices are already the equivalent of $7 
per gallon in Paris. The revenue from the 
latest diesel tax — which is now on hold 
amid public frustration — would have gone 
to subsidize renewable forms of energy. 
France will also shutter all of its coal plants 
by 2022. They are even swapping out their 
most abundant climate-friendly electricity 
source — nuclear — in favor of the more 
elite-favored wind and solar.” 

The move by French President Emman- 
uel Macron (and his subsequent forced re- 
treat that may cost France about $11 bil- 
lion) drove down his approval level to as 
low as 17 percent in some polls. And even 
after the protests (the worst in two de- 
cades) turned violent, the protesters were 
supported by about three-quarters of the 
French population. 

The “Yellow Vest” protests were triggered 
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“Yellow vest” protests: Though the French largely vote socialist, and 
support globalist objectives such as fighting “climate change,” even 
they are rising up against new taxes meant to reduce CO» emissions. 


by an increase in the gasoline tax, noted 
columnist William McGurn. “But even be- 
fore this planned increase, the French were 
already the most taxed people in the Euro- 
pean Union, one reason they pay more than 
double the American average at the pump. A 
gallon of gas in France costs drivers roughly 
$6, nearly two-thirds of which is tax.” 

By comparison, said McGurn in the Wall 
Street Journal, Americans spend “about 
$2,000 a year each on gas, according to the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics. If the U.S. price 
were at French levels, that would rise to at 
least $4,000 a year —a considerable hit for 
most families. To make matters worse, the 
French taxes have increasingly diminishing 
returns because France accounts for such a 
small fraction of global emissions.” 

State-level carbon initiatives have failed 
twice (2016 and 2018), even in very blue 
Washington and in spite of Mi- 
crosoft’s Bill Gates tossing in 
a million dollars for green pro- 
paganda purposes. The recent 
initiative would have charged 
a “modest” $15-per-ton tax on 
greenhouse gases said to cause 
global warming. 

Of course, once the “climate” 
camel gets his nose in the tent, 
the whole body will follow. That 
tax would inexorably grow. As 
Zack Colman and Eric Wolff 
noted in Politico, the “United 
Nations’ climate panel has called 
for charging $135 per ton, and 
increasing the fee to $5,500 a 
ton by 2030, to keep the rise in 
global temperatures from reach- 
ing catastrophic levels.” 

To what end? Even the green- 
leaning Economist — in an 
issue that spent 10 full pages 
on “Conquering CO,” — ad- 
mitted: “A crash programme to 
suck carbon dioxide out of the 
air would take vast resources 
and years to make a difference.” 

Less gullible men and women 
who are trying to make a living 
and support their families worry 
about paying through the nose. 

— WILLIAM P. Hoar 
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BY BoB UNGER 


Requiem tor America? 


blessed memory, way 

back in 1968, predict- 
ing the demise of America 
as a free Republic. Like me, 
he was a practicing Jew. His 
rationale was expressed by 
stating: “America must fall 
because it is becoming a G- 
dless nation where everyone 
is right and nobody is wrong.” 

Have we lost all morality, 
all sense of the sacred? Many 
indicators scream “Yes!”: 
More than 60 million babies 
murdered through abortion; 
rampant pornography; trans- 
gender bathrooms; and end- 
less, bizarre debates about 
LGBTQIA-plus “rights”; etc. 
The midterm elections put 
open Marxists in Congress. 
Even more distressing is that when the Marxists were defeated 
in the most historically conservative areas, such as Texas and 
Georgia, it was by razor-thin margins. 

Too many Americans are so dumbed down they would not 
know the Constitution if it was shoved in their faces. Come to 
think of it, most Americans have probably never read America’s 
founding documents, and certainly have never read The Feder- 
alist Papers. In fact, thanks to our miseducation indoctrination 
system, very few can read or understand writings that the com- 
mon man could easily grasp several generations ago. However, 
I do not want to convey an unalterably terminal prognosis. 

There is a solution, but that would require going back to the 
foundational policies that created the most successful 200-year run 
of any nation on Earth. American exceptionalism was not based on 
a superior North American DNA. It was based on the philosophi- 
cal underpinning that created a revolutionary explosion of human 
accomplishment. That underpinning has been surgically removed 
by patient and dedicated people, who insidiously embedded them- 
selves into the woodwork like a massive gang of termites. 

A successful repair would entail rebuilding our constitutional 
Republic. America was not intended to be a democracy. Democ- 
racy is quite simply two wolves and a sheep voting on what is 
for dinner. In a democracy, the individual has no rights secured 
against the whim of the majority. 

In no special order of priority, here are the steps necessary 
to refloat the ship: Do away with government schools. “Public 
education” was launched in the mid-1800s by communists and 
socialists (literally) to indoctrinate and dumb down the public. 
That undertaking was a remarkable success. Once parents take 
back the schools, they must find the very few skilled teachers 


I remember my father, of 
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who can teach “intensive sys- 
tematic phonics.” This was 
the way reading used to be 
taught, when Americans were 
much more literate. 

Next we must go back to 
including G-d in the public 
square. In the 1960s, the U.S. 
Supreme Court banished G-d 
from the schools. Since na- 
ture abhors a vacuum, expel- 
ling the Almighty threw the 
school doors wide open for 
Satan. We must go back to 
the days when talking about 
graphic sex to children was 
considered a criminal act. 

We must gradually elimi- 
nate the unconstitutional Fed- 
eral Reserve and go back to a 
free market that gives people 
the freedom to fail and the 
freedom to succeed. This includes the free market determining 
interest rates. No more bailing out Wall Street at the expense 
of working families. We must back our currency with precious 
metal as required by Article I, Section 10. Unbacked paper rivals 
Bernie Madoff in the realm of fraud. 

We must limit the federal government in accord with Article 
I, Section 8 of the Constitution, which contains the enumerated 
powers of Congress. Congress has no power to do anything out- 
side the parameters of the aforesaid provision. The 10th Amend- 
ment provides that any power not expressly given to the feds is 
left to the people and the states respectively. Therefore the feds 
have no power to interfere with healthcare, education, welfare, 
retirement income, or a plethora of nonexistent “rights.” 

We must get out of the sovereignty-destroying UN and NATO 
and do a “controlled demolition” of the UN building donated by 
the Rockefeller family. Do Americans not recall that President 
George H.W. Bush, on national TV, stated that he was going 
to war to enforce a UN Resolution, to reinvigorate the UN as 
intended by its founders, and to create a New World Order (i.e., 
one-world government)? Do Americans ever wonder why we 
have not had a constitutional Declaration of War since World 
War II? Could that be why subsequent wars generally have been 
unmitigated disasters 

The foregoing, if implemented, is not a complete agenda, but 
it would save this nation. Ben Franklin, at the Constitutional 
Convention, was approached by a woman who asked, “Well, 
Doctor, what have we got, a republic or a monarchy?” Franklin 
replied, “A republic, if you can keep it.” 

Well, 200 years later, we have failed to “keep it.” If we fail to 
rebuild it, we will reap the whirlwind. 
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What does “family owned & operated” really’ mean? For the Clark family, it 
means getting up early for 45 years to work in their own community, and 
choosing to invest in the Inland Empire. In a time when Wall Street is trying to 
run Main Street, Clark’s Nutrition still believes that family owned and 
operated businesses are the backbone of the American dream, and feels 
privileged to help families live healthier and happier lives. 
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SELECTION 
Clark’s has the largest selection of organic produce and supplements in the Inland Empire. 


NUTRITIONAL CONSULTANTS 
We have trained Nutritional Consultants to help assist you with whatever your health goals are. 
They're not on commission, and are here to help you “Live Better!” 


WE ARE EXCITED TO MEET YOU! It is our company mission to provide customers with nutritional 
assistance that can really have a lasting impact on their quality of life. We look forward to meeting 
and serving you! 


AFFORDABLE 
Clark’s goes to great lengths to make sure your family has what they need at an affordable price. 


STORE TOURS 


— Ww clarksnutrition.com 


Come by any time and we will be glad to give you a personal tour and answer any of your questions. 


CHINO 
909.993.9200 
12835 Mountain Ave. 
Chino, CA 91710 


LOMA LINDA 
909.478.7714 
11235 Mountain View Ave. 
Loma Linda, CA 92354 


RIVERSIDE 
951.686.4757 
4225 Market St. 
Riverside, CA 92501 


RANCHO MIRAGE DOM 

760.324.4626 
34175 Monterey Ave. 

Rancho Mirage, CA 92270 
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IN THE SHADOWS OF THE DEEP STATE 


Learn about the history of the CFR and its key role in implementing the Deep State’s 
agenda to bring about a one-world, socialist government. 


By Arthur R. Thompson, CEO, The John Birch Society 
(2018ed, 364pp, 1-4/$10.95ea; 5-9/$9.00ea; 10-23/$7.50ea; 24+/$6.45ea) BKISODS 


Go to ShopJBS.org or call 1-800-342-6491 to order! 


